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(1)

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN BURMA 

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 19, 2002

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC, 

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, 
Washington, DC. 

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:07 a.m. in Room 
2200, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James A. Leach [Chair-
man of the Subcommittee] presiding. 

Mr. LEACH. The Committee will come to order. 
On behalf of the Committee I would like to welcome our distin-

guished Administration witnesses, both of whom are making their 
inaugural appearances before us today to review recent develop-
ments in Burma. 

As Members are aware, some 18 months of quiet dialogue be-
tween Burma’s repressive military regime and pro-democracy lead-
er Aung San Suu Kyi finally bore fruit early this May with the 
long-awaited release of the Nobel-prize winning dissident from 
house arrest. Other confidence-building steps included the freeing 
of between 250 and 300 of more than a thousand political prisoners 
and the reopening of some 45 offices in greater Rangoon by Suu 
Kyi’s party, the National League for Democracy, NLD. She has 
been relatively free to travel in and around Rangoon and recently 
completed her first visit outside the capital. 

The easing of restrictions of the democratic opposition is in large 
measure due to the efforts by the United Nations Special Envoy, 
Razali Ismail who has been facilitating talks between the military 
leadership—which in Orwellian fashion calls itself the State Peace 
and Development Council (SPDC)—and the democratic opposition. 
The UN Envoy is seeking the release of all political prisoners and 
continuation of talks between the two parties. 

Despite these promising developments there is ample ground for 
caution. In 1995, 6 years after she was first detained and 5 years 
after NLD one a landslide election whose results the Burmese mili-
tary never honored, Suu Kyi was set free under similar cir-
cumstances. Five years later conflict over the scope of her political 
activities and travel plans led again to her being placed under 
house arrest. 

Since Suu Kyi was freed in May no discussions have taken place 
between the military, the NLD and ethnic minority groups about 
next steps leading to national reconciliation and the restoration of 
democracy. 

It therefore remains an open question whether Burma’s military 
leadership is willing to cede its dominant role in the country by fa-
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cilitating a transition to civilian rule or whether the confidence-
building steps to date are merely a tactical response to diplomatic 
pressure and a failing economy in dire need of foreign aid and in-
vestment. 

In this regard the Bush Administration has stated in no uncer-
tain terms that improvement of relations between our two coun-
tries will depend on concrete steps toward national reconciliation 
and political reform. At the same time, recognizing the country’s 
deepening humanitarian crisis, the Administration has also indi-
cated its desire to work with Congress to address HIV/AIDS and 
other humanitarian crises in Burma in a manner that does not sig-
nal any slackening in our opposition to the current military regime. 

From a congressional perspective Burma’s future matters not 
only to American interests but to peace and stability in Southeast 
Asia. Our primary objectives will continue to be focused on human 
rights, democracy, refugee assistance, and an end to Burmese pro-
duction and trafficking of illicit narcotics. However, we also have 
an interest in reaching out to the Burmese people with humani-
tarian assistance including medical interventions to help stem the 
devastating spread of HIV/AIDS. In addition, Burma’s extraor-
dinary biodiversity is jeopardized by ongoing civil conflict and the 
regime’s opportunistic exploitation of its natural resources. 

Then there is the regional security dimension. Burma occupies 
an important strategic crossroads in East Asia, sandwiched be-
tween China and India, the world’s two most populous countries. 
A stable and democratic Burma is not only less likely to be a 
source of tension and conflict in the region, but is also more likely 
to be an asset to our friends in ASEAN. 

The great tragedy of the current circumstance is that in the early 
1960s Burma was potentially the most prosperous country in 
Southeast Asia. Today after 40 years of military misrule its econ-
omy is in shambles, health and educational services are in precipi-
tous decline, while its citizens continue to suffer human rights 
abuses and repression. The dilemma for the United States and 
other interested outside parties is how to craft policies that can 
best help the people of Burma to move forward toward democracy 
and national reconciliation as well as economic and social develop-
ment. 

In this regard questions are obvious. Should the U.S. insist that 
Burma honor the results of the May 1990 election or focus instead 
on a new process leading to civilian democratic rule? 

How can the U.S. and others use humanitarian assistance to 
help improve the lives of the Burmese people without strength-
ening the junta? 

When is dialogue with the military appropriate and when is it 
ill advised? Should, for instance, we have limited contact with the 
military for the purpose of stemming the spread of HIV/AIDS and 
countering the drug trade? 

How can the U.S. best utilize its limited economic and diplomatic 
leverage, including sanctions, to help affect progressive change in 
a society not only dominated by the military but hallmarked by a 
tradition of xenophobic nationalism? 

We hope our witnesses can respond to these and other questions 
and we look forward to your testimony. 
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Leach follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JAMES A. LEACH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON EAST 
ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 

On behalf of the Subcommittee, I would like to warmly welcome our distinguished 
Administration witnesses, both of whom are making their inaugural appearances 
before us today to review recent developments in Burma. 

As Members are aware, some eighteen months of quiet dialogue between Burma’s 
repressive military regime and pro-democracy leader Aung San Suu Kyi, finally bore 
fruit early this May with the long-awaited release of the Nobel-prize winning dis-
sident from house arrest. Other confidence-building steps have included the freeing 
of between 250–300 of more than a thousand political prisoners, and the reopening 
of some 45 offices in greater Rangoon by Suu Kyi’s party, the National League for 
Democracy (NLD). Suu Kyi has been relatively free to travel in and around Ran-
goon, and recently completed her first visit outside the capital. 

The easing of restrictions on the democratic opposition is in large measure due 
to the efforts by United Nations Special Envoy Razali Ismail, who has been facili-
tating talks between the military leadership—which in Orwellian fashion calls itself 
the State Peace and Development Council (SPDC)—and the democratic opposition. 
The UN Envoy is seeking the release of all political prisoners and continuation of 
talks between the two parties. 

Despite these promising developments there is ample ground for caution. In 1995, 
six years after she was first detained, and five years after the NLD won a landslide 
election whose results the Burmese military never honored, Suu Kyi was set free 
under similar circumstances. Five years later, conflict over the scope of her political 
activities and travel plans led again to her being placed under house arrest. Since 
Suu Kyi was freed in May, no discussions have taken place between the military, 
the NLD, and ethnic minority groups about next steps leading to national reconcili-
ation and a restoration of democracy. 

It therefore remains an open question whether Burma’s military leadership is 
willing to cede its dominant role in the country by facilitating a transition to civilian 
rule, or whether the confidence-building steps to date are merely a tactical response 
to diplomatic pressure and a failing economy in dire need of foreign aid and invest-
ment. 

In this regard the Bush Administration has stated in no uncertain terms that im-
provement of relations between our two countries will depend on concrete steps to-
ward national reconciliation and political reform. At the same time, recognizing the 
country’s deepening humanitarian crisis, the Administration has also indicated its 
desire to work with Congress to address HIV/AIDS and other humanitarian crises 
in Burma in a manner that does not signal any slackening in our opposition to the 
current military regime. 

From a Congressional perspective, Burma’s future matters not to only American 
interests, but to peace and stability in Southeast Asia. Our primary objectives will 
continue to be focused on human rights, democracy, refugee assistance, and an end 
to Burmese production and trafficking of illicit narcotics. However, we also have an 
interest in reaching out to the Burmese people with humanitarian assistance, in-
cluding medical interventions to help stem the devastating spread of HIV/AIDS. In 
addition, Burma’s extraordinary biodiversity is jeopardized by ongoing civil conflict 
and the regime’s opportunistic exploitation of its natural resources. 

Then there is the regional security dimension. Burma occupies an important stra-
tegic crossroads in East Asia, sandwiched between China and India, the world’s two 
most populous countries. A stable and democratic Burma is not only less likely to 
be a source of tension and conflict in the region, but is also more likely to be an 
asset to our friends in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). 

The great tragedy of the current circumstance is that in the early 1960s Burma 
was potentially the most prosperous country in Southeast Asia. Today, after forty 
years of military misrule, its economy is in a shambles, health and educational serv-
ices are in precipitous decline, while its citizens continue to suffer human rights 
abuses and repression. The dilemma for the United States and other interested out-
side parties is how to craft policies that can best help the people of Burma to move 
forward toward democracy, national reconciliation, as well as economic and social 
development. 

In this regard, questions are obvious. Should the U.S. insist that Burma honor 
the results of the May 1990 elections, or focus instead on a new process leading to 
civilian democratic rule? How can the U.S. and others use humanitarian assistance 
to help improve the lives of the Burmese people without strengthening the junta? 
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When is dialogue with the military appropriate, and when is it ill-advised? Should, 
for instance, we have limited contact with the military for the purpose of stemming 
the spread of HIV/AIDS and countering the drug trade? How can the U.S. best uti-
lize its limited economic and diplomatic leverage, including sanctions, to help effect 
progressive change in a society not only dominated by the military, but hallmarked 
by a tradition of xenophobic nationalism? We hope our witnesses can respond to 
these and other issues. We look forward to your testimony.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Faleomavaega? 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Given last month’s release of—I am having a little problem 

whether to call the country Burma or Myanmar. Maybe our friends 
could help us with this. 

Anyway, Myanmar’s democratic leader Nobel Peace Prize winner 
Aung San Suu Kyi was released and this is a particularly auspi-
cious time to review our Nation’s relations with Myanmar. I com-
mend you Mr. Chairman for convening this timely hearing. 

Today, as you know Mr. Chairman, is Aung San Suu Kyi’s 57th 
birthday, and on this day of personal celebration it is most fitting 
that the world should rejoice with Aung San Suu Kyi to celebrate 
her hard-won freedom. In an address from Rangoon on her birth-
day Aung San Suu Kyi has called upon the women of Burma or 
Myanmar to overcome substantial handicaps and to play a greater 
role in their country, paving the way for a peaceful, prosperous na-
tion to secure its democratic institutions. 

Mr. Chairman, in ways that words cannot begin to describe, Ms. 
Suu Kyi’s personal story of dedication and sacrifice on behalf of de-
mocracy for her people has set an example for generations not only 
in Myanmar but throughout the world to respect, to emulate and 
to follow. 

I further wish to recognize the efforts of UN Secretary Kofi 
Annan and his Special Envoy, Mr. Razali Ismail, for contributing 
greatly to the recent political progress in Myanmar. Their work 
will significantly enhance the atmosphere of confidence between 
the National League for Democracy and Burma’s repressive mili-
tary regime resulting not only in Suu Kyi’s release from house ar-
rest, but the freeing of some 300 political prisoners. 

Mr. Chairman, while we all applaud the recent breakthrough of 
the political impasse in Burma or Myanmar, much remains to be 
done. Hundreds of political prisoners remain locked up in jail; polit-
ical parties are not allowed to operate freely and openly; forced 
slave labor is common; and Myanmar’s military leadership has re-
fused to engage in substantive political talks with Aung San Suu 
Kyi. All of this is transpiring against a background where almost 
half of Myanmar’s government budget is dedicated for military use 
while the country’s 42 million people suffer from significant food 
and fuel shortages, 45 percent inflation, massive unemployment, 
and a threatening HIV/AIDS epidemic that could rival the devasta-
tion and tragedy in Africa. 

Mr. Chairman, these are tremendous and mounting challenges 
that face the good people of Myanmar. As Congress contemplates 
maintenance of our present policy of economic and political sanc-
tions toward Myanmar’s repressive military regime, which at this 
point appears to have had some effect, it is important that we 
reach a balance that protects the Myanmar people from prolonged 
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hardship and unnecessary deprivation while promoting continued 
progress toward democracy. 

I am confident that our distinguished witnesses today from the 
State Department and AID will be able to give us guidance on 
these matters. 

Forgive me for my voice, Mr. Chairman. I just arrived this morn-
ing at 5:30 after traveling some 16,000 miles. I hope my voice will 
improve. 

I did not realize that we have a new Assistant Secretary of East 
Asia and Pacific Affairs, or am I wrong in reading this document 
here, Mr. Chairman? Is Jim Kelly still the Assistant Secretary of 
East Asia? 

Mr. DALEY. Yes he is, Representative Faleomavaega. I am his 
deputy who handles Southeast Asia and the Pacific Island coun-
tries. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. All right. I think there was a misprint here. 
Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Faleomavaega follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM AMERICAN SAMOA 

Mr. Chairman: 
Given the release in May of Burma’s democratic leader and Nobel Peace Prize lau-

reate, Aung Sang Suu Kyi, this is a particularly auspicious time to review our Na-
tion’s relations with Burma and I commend you, Mr. Chairman, for convening this 
very timely hearing. 

Today, as you know, Mr. Chairman, is Aung Sang Suu Kyi’s 57th birthday and, 
on this day of personal celebration, it is fitting that the world rejoice with Aung 
Sang Suu Kyi to celebrate her hard-won freedom. 

Typical to form, in an address from Rangoon on her birthday, Aung Sang Suu Kyi 
has called upon the women of Burma to overcome substantial handicaps and to play 
a greater role in their country—paving the way for a ‘‘peaceful, prosperous nation, 
secure in its democratic institutions.’’

Mr. Chairman, in ways that words cannot begin to describe, Aung Sang Suu Kyi’s 
personal story of dedication and sacrifice on behalf of democracy for her people has 
set an example for generations—not only in Burma but throughout the world—to 
respect, to emulate, and to follow. 

I further wish to recognize and commend the efforts of U.N. Secretary General 
Kofi Annan and his Special Envoy, Mr. Razali Ismail, for contributing greatly to the 
recent political progress in Burma. Their work has significantly enhanced the at-
mosphere of confidence between the National League for Democracy (NLD) and Bur-
ma’s repressive military regime (State Peace and Development Council, ‘‘SPDC’’), re-
sulting not only in Aung Sang Suu Kyi’s release from house arrest but the freeing 
of 300 political prisoners. 

Mr. Chairman, while we all applaud the recent breakthrough in the political im-
passe in Burma, much remains to be done. 

Hundreds of political prisoners remain locked up in jail; political parties are not 
allowed to operate freely and openly; forced slave labor is common; and Burma’s 
military leadership has refused to engage in substantive political talks with Aung 
Sang Suu Kyi. 

Moreover, all of this is transpiring against a background where almost half of 
Burma’s government budget is wasted on the military—while the country’s 42 mil-
lion people suffer from significant food and fuel shortages, 25% inflation, massive 
unemployment, and a threatening HIV/AIDS epidemic that could rival the dev-
astating tragedy in Africa. 

Mr. Chairman, these are tremendous and daunting challenges that face the good 
people of Burma. 

As Congress contemplates maintenance of our present policy of economic and po-
litical sanctions toward Burma’s repressive military regime—which at this point ap-
pears to have been effective—it is important that we reach a balance that protects 
the Burmese people from prolonged hardship and unnecessary deprivation while 
promoting continued progress towards democracy in Burma. 

VerDate May 01 2002 16:59 Sep 24, 2002 Jkt 080290 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 F:\WORK\EAP\061902\80290 HINTREL1 PsN: SHIRL



6

Mr. Chairman, I am confident that our distinguished witnesses today from the 
State Department and the Agency for International Development will be able to give 
us guidance on these matters, and I look forward to their testimony.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you very much. 
Our two witnesses today are first the Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of State for East Asia and Pacific Matthew Daley. In going over 
your bio which is very impressive I see that you have a daughter 
who teaches psychology at USC. I think we may have the wrong 
member of the family testifying. [Laughter] 

Our second witness is Karen Turner who is the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for the Bureau for Asia and the Near East. I do not 
know if you have any daughters, Ms. Turner, but you have also a 
very impressive resume that includes degrees from two of Har-
vard’s graduate schools, but most importantly a Midwestern under-
graduate degree which we appreciate very much. [Laughter] 

Mr. Daley, please proceed. And both of your full statements with-
out objection will be placed in the record. You may proceed as you 
see fit. 

Mr. Daley? 

STATEMENT OF MATTHEW DALEY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
STATE FOR EAST ASIA AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF STATE 

Mr. DALEY. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much and also thanks 
to the Members of the Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific 
for inviting me to speak today and offering our views on the cur-
rent situation in Burma. 

I will indeed abbreviate my remarks and very much appreciate 
your offer to put the full statement in the record. 

The people of Burma live under an authoritarian military regime 
that has been widely condemned for its repressive policies and its 
serious human rights abuses. Military regimes in one guise or an-
other have controlled Burma for over 40 years and until very re-
cently there was little cause for hope or optimism that this situa-
tion might improve. 

It is possible, however, that Burma’s stagnant, bleak political 
landscape can gradually be changing. As you mentioned, Mr. 
Chairman, Aung San Suu Kyi was finally released from house ar-
rest on May 6th with the regime publicly stating that she would 
enjoy full freedom of movement and association, and committing 
itself to continuing the process of political dialogue aimed at na-
tional reconciliation, a dialogue that began over 18 months ago. 

Since her release the initial indications are that indeed she may 
enjoy much greater freedom than before her house arrest. Last 
week she traveled to a monastery some 200 miles from Rangoon in 
Karen state, and if the regime allows her in the weeks to come to 
travel outside of Rangoon to engage in political activity and allows 
the National League for Democracy (NLD) to function as a full-
fledged political party then I think we will have seen a real and 
major step forward. 

But there is no guarantee that the current process will lead to 
anything more than the broken promises and the failed assurances 
that have been the coin of the realm throughout Burma’s tragic 
history. 
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Today the Burmese regime has an historic opportunity to end the 
cycle of oppression and move forward together with the democratic 
opposition in a process of national reconciliation and we urge them 
to take full advantage of this opportunity. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been asked several times subsequent to 
the release of Aung San Suu Kyi if we have plans to end sanctions 
at this time. The answer is no. We have no plans to remove our 
existing sanctions on Burma. Although we warmly welcome Aung 
San Suu Kyi’s release, it only represents the first step toward de-
mocracy and national reconciliation and she never should have 
been under house arrest in the first place. A lot more remains to 
be done. 

The SPDC’s (and I appreciate your Orwellian characterization of 
it) human rights record remains extremely poor with repression of 
political assent, forced labor, ethnic persecution, lack of religious 
freedom and trafficking in persons all figuring very prominently in 
the bill of particulars. 

Significant concrete steps toward democratic reform, improve-
ment, the observance of human rights, will spur a positive response 
on our part. 

Mr. Chairman, narcotics production and trafficking is a serious 
problem as it has been for many decades, and we have been com-
municating to the regime those steps we think it needs to take now 
to adequately address this process. 

The economic circumstances in Burma are bleak. It is one of the 
poorest countries in the world. There is such a lack of transparency 
that we cannot be very precise in characterizing just how bad 
things are. We have a major problem getting clear, accurate data 
on Burma. 

Our immediate policy goals in Burma include progress toward 
democracy, improved human rights, more effective counternarcotics 
effort, counterterrorist cooperation, resolving MIA cases from the 
2nd World War which mostly involve investigation of crash sites 
from where American planes went down, and addressing humani-
tarian concerns such as HIV/AIDS, (and that epidemic) which not 
only threatens the people of Burma but also threatens regional sta-
bility and prosperity. 

We will continue to use every opportunity to press the military 
regime to permit the Burmese people to have the leadership they 
themselves have chosen, not one that is chosen from above by force 
of arms. 

I know that many Members of Congress are frustrated by the 
slow pace of events in Rangoon. We fully share that frustration. 
The obduracy of the military regime in the past has rightly earned 
both our condemnation and our skepticism, but we also need to 
keep in mind what has been called the confidence-building phase 
between the regime and the NLD. Both sides have maintained the 
confidentiality of their discussions so we are not fully aware of all 
the details. 

We very much appreciate the efforts of UN Special Envoy Razali. 
It gives us cause for optimism that the darkest days are behind us 
and that a new beginning could be upon us. 

With that hope in mind, we will continue to maintain our sup-
port for Aung San Suu Kyi and the National League for Democracy 
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and press for human rights improvements in Burma even as we ex-
plore opportunities to bring humanitarian assistance to the poor 
and the suffering of Burma who very desperately need it. 

And Mr. Chairman, to touch on one of your questions, in so doing 
we are going to be very careful to structure our activities in a way 
that does not undercut and where possible reinforces our goal of 
enhancing the path of democracy in Burma. We think we can do 
that. 

Mr. Chairman, Representative Faleomavaega, we are pleased 
that we have been able to work with the Congress on issues involv-
ing assistance to the pro-democracy forces and humanitarian con-
cerns such as HIV/AIDS. At the risk of being presumptuous I 
would say it is my impression that the Congress and the Adminis-
tration are pretty much of one mind on Burma. We very much look 
forward to your continued interest and involvement in the issue 
and I am especially grateful today to have this opportunity to 
speak with you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Daley follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MATTHEW DALEY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR 
EAST ASIA AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

I. INTRODUCTION 

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you, Mr. Chairman and the mem-
bers of the Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific, for inviting me to speak to 
you today about the current situation in Burma. 

II. BACKGROUND/DEVELOPMENTS 

The people of Burma live under an authoritarian military regime that is widely 
condemned for its repressive policies and serious human rights abuses. Military re-
gimes in one form or another have controlled Burma for over forty years. Until very 
recently, there seemed little cause for hope or optimism that this situation might 
improve. 

It is possible, however, that Burma’s stagnant, bleak political landscape could be 
gradually changing. 

In 1988, the people of Burma demonstrated against 25 years of military rule in 
a country-wide popular uprising unprecedented in Burma’s history. The military vio-
lently suppressed those demonstrations, killing hundreds of protesters, and subse-
quently imprisoning thousands of regime opponents in harsh—and sometimes 
fatal—conditions. Even while establishing power through force of arms, however, 
the military promised elections would be held in 1990. 

Those elections, as you know, resulted in an extraordinary victory for Aung San 
Suu Kyi’s National League for Democracy (NLD), which won 392 of the 485 seats 
contested. The military regime’s National Unity Party won only ten seats. The peo-
ple of Burma overwhelmingly rejected the military regime and showed their support 
for democratic, civilian rule. This despite the regime’s efforts to cow its opponents, 
including barring major opposition figures from running for office and placing its 
most prominent opponent, Aung San Suu Kyi, under house arrest. The military gov-
ernment has never recognized the results of the 1990 elections and has consistently 
refused the NLD’s requests to belatedly convene the parliament. 

After the elections, the Burmese military regime held NLD leader Aung San Suu 
Kyi, under house arrest for almost 6 years, but they were unable to break her spirit 
or turn her supporters against her. On July 10, 1995 the regime released her from 
house arrest, and she immediately returned to her efforts to reach out to the people 
of Burma and to press the military regime to enter into a dialogue with the demo-
cratic forces in Burma. She steadfastly resisted all efforts to intimidate her and her 
party over the next five years. Although the Burmese military regime repackaged 
itself with a new name and acronym—the State Peace and Development Council, 
or SPDC—its repressive policies remained the same. 

The Burmese regime restricted Aung San Suu Kyi’s political activities in Ran-
goon, and prohibited her travel outside the capital. In 1998, the military regime 
began a crackdown on the NLD that led to the detention of over 100 elected Mem-
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bers of Parliament, and placed onerous travel restrictions on almost 100 others. 
Mass arrests of NLD leaders and rank-and-file party activists soon followed. There 
is no agreement among the various parties as to the number of political prisoners 
currently being detained. Estimates range from about 250 by sources close to the 
SPDC to approximately 1400 by the ICRC. 

The situation inside Burma changed dramatically in late 2000. After twice at-
tempting to leave Rangoon to reconstitute NLD offices that had been forcibly closed 
by the regime, in September Aung San Suu Kyi was again put under house arrest 
by the military. Shortly afterward, she began secret talks with the SPDC that have 
continued throughout the past 18 months. It is these talks, and the modest results 
that they have produced so far, that provide a glimmer of hope that 14 years after 
the 8–8–88 demonstrations which began Burma’s current agony, a brighter future 
could be on the horizon. 

Approximately 250 political prisoners have been released since the talks began, 
including all but 17 detained members of parliament, although the ICRC reports 
that over 1000 political prisoners remain in jail. More than 40 NLD offices that 
were forcibly closed by the regime have reopened. Aung San Suu Kyi was finally 
released from house arrest on May 6, with the regime publicly stating that she 
would enjoy full freedom of movement and association, and committing itself to con-
tinue the process of political dialogue aimed at national reconciliation that began 
over 18 months ago. Aung San Suu Kyi, whose selfless devotion to the cause of free-
dom and democracy in Burma has inspired millions throughout the world, is back 
at work again in NLD headquarters as she resumes her duties as party leader. 

Since her release, initial indications are mixed; she enjoys much greater freedom 
than before her house arrest, but we do not yet know if this freedom is really uncon-
ditional or whether it will be sustained. The real tests of the regime’s sincerity are 
to come. The ruling Generals have allowed her to travel outside of Rangoon, to 
Karen State. If they also allow her to engage in political activity, and allow the NLD 
to function as a full-fledged political party, that will represent an important step 
forward. If they do not, then this process will be proven hollow. Significant concrete 
steps towards democratic reform and improvement in observance of human rights 
will spur a positive response. 

I would also like to recognize the efforts of UN Special Envoy for Burma Razali 
bin Ismail. Ambassador Razali has played a key role in facilitating the talks be-
tween Aung San Suu Kyi and the regime. The steady stewardship of his UN man-
date, evidenced by his creativity, energy, and integrity, has made a real difference 
in securing the successful results that have been achieved thus far. 

Indeed, there is no guarantee that the current process will lead to anything more 
than the broken promises and failed assurances that have been the coin of the 
realm throughout the regime’s tragic history. 

However, the SPDC has an historic opportunity to end the cycle of repression and 
economic stagnation that has devastated the people of Burma and move forward to-
gether with the democratic opposition in a process of national reconciliation that 
will benefit all the people of Burma. Such moments are rare in the history of a na-
tion. We urge the Burmese generals to recognize the importance of the moment and 
build on the progress that has already been made. It is time for them to do the right 
thing. 

Economically, the situation in Burma is bleak. Mired in political stagnation for 
over a decade, Burma remains one of the poorest countries in the world, with an 
annual per capita income of just $300 per year. SPDC economic mismanagement 
and reliance on forced labor, combined with lingering effects from the Asian finan-
cial crisis, have sent the Burmese economy into a downward spiral which the regime 
appears unable to halt. New foreign direct investment in Burma is falling, contrib-
uting to the financial collapse of the Burmese economy. The military’s misplaced 
spending priorities, such as the purchase of MIG–29 fighters from Russia that the 
regime can ill-afford and which they can’t long maintain in serviceable condition, 
have contributed to an inflationary cycle that now finds Burma’s currency, the Kyat, 
trading at over one thousand to the dollar on the black market. U.S. and European 
investors continue to pull out of Burma due to the unfavorable political and eco-
nomic situation. 

The SPDC’s human rights record remains extremely poor with repression of polit-
ical dissent, forced labor, ethnic persecution, lack of religious freedom and traf-
ficking in persons all figuring prominently. After a November 2001 visit, an ILO 
high-level team reported little improvement in the serious forced labor problem. The 
GOB has recently agreed to an ILO liaison office in Burma but has yet to agree 
to a full ILO presence or make significant effort to end forced labor. The USG again 
designated Burma as a Country of Particular Concern under the International Reli-
gious Freedom Act, because the 2001 report describes virtually no improvement in 

VerDate May 01 2002 16:59 Sep 24, 2002 Jkt 080290 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 F:\WORK\EAP\061902\80290 HINTREL1 PsN: SHIRL



10

the state of religious freedom. Burma is a country of origin for trafficked persons, 
primarily of women and girls to Thailand as factory workers, household servants 
and for sexual exploitation. 

Burma is currently one of the world’s largest producers of illicit opium and the 
primary source of amphetamine-type stimulants in Asia, producing an estimated 
800 million methamphetamine tablets per year. Burma’s opium is grown predomi-
nantly in Shan State, in areas controlled by former insurgent groups. Since the mid-
1990s, the Burmese government has elicited ‘‘opium-free’’ pledges from each group 
and, as these pledges have come due, has stepped up law-enforcement activities in 
the territories controlled by these groups. The major producers, and the strongest 
militarily, the Wa, are not due to be ‘‘opium-free’’ until 2005. As a general matter, 
the Government of Burma must increase the scope and duration of its counter-
narcotics efforts to have a significant impact on the drug trafficking situation in 
that country. 

The government of Burma has yet to address ancillary drug-related activities, 
such as internal corruption. But, over the past eighteen months, the Burmese gov-
ernment has considerably improved its counternarcotics cooperation with neigh-
boring states. In 2001 in cooperation with the government of China and with the 
government of Thailand, the Burmese government launched a major law-enforce-
ment campaign against the Kokang Chinese. Counternarcotics forces made several 
drug seizures and arrested several traffickers, including an action resulting in the 
destruction of a trafficking group that the Chinese called one of the largest ‘‘armed 
drug smuggling groups in the Golden Triangle area.’’ In April 2002, cooperation be-
tween Burma, China, and the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration resulted in a 
seizure of 354 kilos of heroin and the arrest of fourteen traffickers. Last week, the 
Burmese regime also enacted a long-awaited law designed to combat money-laun-
dering and other criminal misuse of Burma’s financial system. 

As of 2001, Burma remains decertified for failing to address adequately its serious 
narcotics problems. We have outlined objectives the Government of Burma needs to 
address this year in order to progress toward certification. We expect Burma to tar-
get high-level drug traffickers and their organizations, including their drug-related 
assets, expand opium poppy eradication, increase seizures of all illicit narcotics, con-
trol the diversion and illicit trafficking of precursor chemicals, continue cooperating 
with neighboring countries, fully enforce money-laundering laws, prosecute corrupt 
officials, and address domestic drug use and abuse. The Government of Burma must 
significantly improve its record in those areas to be certified. 

III. WHAT IS THE U.S. DOING? 

The immediate U.S. policy goals in Burma include support for democracy, respect 
for basic human rights, a more effective counternarcotics effort, counterterrorist co-
operation, resolving MIA cases from WW II, and addressing humanitarian concerns 
such as the HIV/AIDS epidemic which threatens regional stability and prosperity. 
The bedrock of U.S. policy remains our support for Aung San Suu Kyi and Burma’s 
democratic opposition. It is our conviction, however, that there are other important 
policy goals which the U.S. can and should pursue without undermining our long-
standing support for democracy and national reconciliation. Without support from 
the international community, Burma will not be able to adequately address the 
many severe humanitarian problems it faces, including a rising HIV/AIDS infection 
rate, other infectious diseases, and child malnutrition. 

Mr. Chairman, let me specifically address a question here that I have been asked 
many times subsequent to Aung San Suu Kyi’s release. We have no plans at the 
present time to remove our existing sanctions on Burma. While we warmly welcome 
Aung San Suu Kyi’s release, it only represents the first step toward embracing de-
mocracy and facilitating national reconciliation. There remains much more to be 
done. We are only at the beginning of a potentially historic process, not at or near 
its end. 

In recent months we have continued to pursue a multilateral strategy to seek im-
provement in our key areas of concern. We continue to consult about Burma regu-
larly and at senior levels with leaders of the ASEAN nations, Japan, Korea, the UK, 
the European Union, Australia, Canada, and other countries that share our con-
cerns and interests in Burma. U.S. leadership has played a critical role in marshal-
ling the international community’s focus and applying appropriate pressure to the 
regime to encourage political reform. The U.S. has long been in the forefront of ef-
forts to encourage substantive political dialogue between the SPDC and the NLD. 

Reflecting our concern over the regime’s unacceptable policies, we have taken a 
number of steps: suspending economic aid, withdrawing GSP and OPIC, imple-
menting an arms embargo, blocking assistance from international financial institu-
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tions, downgrading our representation from Ambassador to Chargé d’Affaires, im-
posing visa restrictions on senior regime leaders and their families, and imple-
menting a ban on new investment by U.S. persons or the facilitation by U.S. persons 
of new foreign investment. 

We likewise have encouraged ASEAN, Japan, the EU, and other nations to take 
similar steps and other actions to encourage progress by the SPDC in these areas 
of key concern. Many nations join us in our arms embargo, including European 
countries, Canada, Australia, Japan and Korea. The EU has also suspended eco-
nomic aid and restricted the travel of senior regime officials. 

Our efforts with the IFI community have been successful in blocking loans to the 
regime—indeed, this is probably the single most effective sanction we have in place. 
Since 1988 we have taken an active role in pressing for strong human rights resolu-
tions on Burma at the United Nations General Assembly and the UN Human Rights 
Commission, as well as having worked vigorously in the ILO to condemn the lack 
of freedom of association for workers and the use of forced labor by the SPDC. The 
ILO’s precedent-setting condemnation of Burma’s forced labor practices in 2000 was 
due in no small measure to the efforts of our diplomats in New York and Geneva. 

At our urging, the EU and associated European states joined us in imposing a 
ban on visas for high-level SPDC officials and their families. In addition, the Euro-
pean Union and Canada withdrew GSP trade benefits from Burma’s agricultural 
and industrial products in March and August 1997, respectively, bringing their 
trade policies more in line with the U.S. withholding of GSP. 

We assist several programs with funds made available by Congress to support de-
mocracy and humanitarian activities along the Thai-Burmese border among refugee, 
exile and ethnic populations. The funds are used to help train Burma’s future demo-
cratic leaders, to disseminate materials supporting democratic development inside 
Burma, and to increase international awareness of what conditions are like in 
Burma. Some of our largest grantees include Internews, which trains journalists 
and focuses on a free and independent media, and the Open Society Institute, which 
runs capacity-building programs along the border and provides academic scholar-
ships for promising Burmese leaders. Our grant to the National Endowment for De-
mocracy funds Burmese pro-democracy groups around the world, including the Na-
tional Coalition Government of the Union of Burma, the chief Burmese exile organi-
zation headquartered in Washington, DC, as well as several political opposition and 
human rights monitoring groups on the Thai-Burma border. 

In 2002, these funds will total approximately $6.5 million. These activities have 
been effective in bringing pressure on the SPDC to enter into genuine discussions. 
Among other things, our assistance has facilitated discussions among the represent-
atives of ethnic minorities so that they will be better prepared to join the national 
reconciliation process when the time comes. Other funds are used for humanitarian 
programs assisting refugees in Thailand and elsewhere. U.S. assistance has played 
a key role in supporting displaced Burmese and ethnic groups for nearly 15 years. 
If the opening signaled by ASSK’s release proves genuine, we will consider shifting 
our focus to provide support for civil society and capacity building among Burma’s 
youth who have been deprived of educational opportunities that we take for granted 
in democratic societies. 

We have also supported organizations that work to document the deplorable 
human rights abuses of the current regime in Burma. This abuse is especially harsh 
in ethnic minority regions. This documentation has been critically important for in-
forming UN Human Rights Commission resolutions on Burma and international as-
sessment teams such as the ILO. The U.S. also supports activities to get accurate 
information into Burma, including Radio Free Asia and the Democratic Voice of 
Burma. 

Mr. Chairman, you are probably aware of the report which USAID and the State 
Department recently submitted to Congress on the HIV/AIDS epidemic in Burma. 
Burma has one of the world’s fastest growing incidence of HIV/AIDS infection. 
UNAIDS estimates that there were 530,000 persons living with HIV/AIDS in Burma 
at the end of 1999, including 14,000 children. Unless checked, the disease threatens 
to destroy a generation of young Burmese much as it is destroying several societies 
in Africa. Moreover, the epidemic is not confined to Burma and its borders, but like 
other transnational scourges such as trafficking in persons and narcotics, affects 
Burma’s neighbors and threatens our efforts to stop the spread of the disease 
throughout the region. 

After consulting with government physicians and scientists at USAIDand HHS, 
including CDC,academic experts such as Dr. Chris Beyrer of Johns Hopkins, and 
Burma’s democratic opposition, we have developed tentative plans to deliver a mod-
est level of HIV/AIDS humanitarian assistance inside Burma. The humanitarian as-
sistance would be delivered through UN agencies or independent NGOs, and would 
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benefit the people of Burma, not the military regime. We would monitor and evalu-
ate the programs to ensure that the funds are being used as intended. Our approach 
has the support of the NLD. 

We are moving forward with plans to initiate discussions about repatriating the 
remains of WW II-era American servicemen lost in action in Burma. The Defense 
Department has identified several crash sites with credible reports of U.S. remains. 
Returning the remains of fallen American heroes who more than 50 years ago gave 
their lives for the freedom and liberty we today enjoy is the right thing to do. 

It is also our conviction that it is possible to pursue better communication and 
cooperation with Burma on reducing narcotics production and trafficking without di-
minishing our support for political reform and national reconciliation. Burma was 
the world’s largest opium-poppy producer last year, but may well be overtaken by 
Afghanistan this year. The flow of Burmese methamphetamines into neighbors like 
Thailand, India, and China is a serious source of regional destabilization. We are 
making clear to the Burmese regime exactly what it needs to do in order to stop 
narcotics production and trafficking and be certified. 

The U.S. provides no bilateral counternarcotics assistance to Burma. DEA does 
have an office in Burma, which shares some limited information with counter-
narcotics officials in Burma. The U.S. works with the UN Drug Control Program 
(UNDCP) and Japan to support the Wa Alternative Development Project conducted 
in the Wa ethnic area of the Shan State. The goal of this project is to reduce opium 
poppy cultivation and provide infrastructure support for economically viable alter-
native crop development. To date, the U.S. has contributed $7 million to this $12.1 
million five-year program. The U.S. has also funded a similar alternative develop-
ment project run by the OSS–101 ‘‘Old Soldiers,’’ who fought in Burma in World 
War II. The Government of Burma does nor directly or indirectly benefit from these 
programs. 

IV. THE FUTURE 

We will continue to use every opportunity to press the military regime to permit 
the Burmese people to have the leadership they themselves have chosen—not one 
imposed on them from above through fear and force of arms. It is time for Burma’s 
military to move beyond confidence-building and enter into genuine political dia-
logue with Aung San Suu Kyi and the democratic forces. When criticized for their 
repressive, heavy-handed policies, the SPDC is quick to respond that only the Bur-
mese military stands between a united, stable country and chaos and dishonor. 
However, the Burmese military will play its most honorable role if it facilitates the 
transfer of power to civilian rule and resumes its appropriate place as the defender 
of the country’s security. 

The obduracy of the military regime has rightly earned our condemnation and 
skepticism. We keep in mind, however, that in what was called a confidence-build-
ing phase between the regime and the NLD, both sides maintained confidentiality, 
so we are not aware of all of the details of the discussions. 

However, the release of Aung San Suu Kyi and the continuing efforts of UN Spe-
cial Envoy Razali give cause for a very cautious optimism that the darkest days are 
behind us, and that a new beginning is within reach. 

With that hope in mind and that goal ever before us, we will continue to maintain 
our support for Aung San Suu Kyi and the National League for Democracy and 
press for improvements in the human rights situation in Burma, even as we explore 
opportunities to bring humanitarian aid to the poor and suffering of Burma who so 
desperately need it. In so doing, we will be careful to structure our activities in a 
way that is consistent with and serves to reinforce our concern about democracy and 
human rights. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we are pleased that we have been 
able to work together with Congress on issues such as assistance to the pro-democ-
racy forces and HIV/AIDS. We look for your continued interest and involvement in 
this issue. I am particularly grateful for this opportunity to speak with you today 
about Burma and discuss these important and compelling issues. Thank you.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Ms. Turner? 

STATEMENT OF KAREN TURNER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMIN-
ISTRATOR, BUREAU FOR ASIA AND THE NEAR EAST, U.S. 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Ms. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to 
have this opportunity to appear before you today to talk about the 
U.S. Government’s assistance to the Burmese people I have a few 
brief oral remarks and a more comprehensive written statement for 
the record. 

Mr. Chairman, first I would like to touch on U.S. assistance to 
the Burmese refugees. Virtually all of USAID’s assistance to Bur-
mese refugees is concentrated on those refugees residing inside 
Thailand along the border, thus my remarks are focused on that 
target group. 

For these refugees, USAID and State’s Bureau of Population Mi-
gration and Refugee Assistance are coordinating the assistance. 
State/PRM is largely focusing on providing food and medicine for 
the refugees while USAID is targeting capacity building. 

The principle objectives of USAID’s assistance for the Burmese 
refugees are: One, to meet humanitarian needs in health and edu-
cation; and two, to build capacity among Burmese ethnic groups to 
play a meaningful role in helping build a future, stable democratic 
Burma. 

We are addressing these objectives by equipping Burmese health 
practitioners in the refugee camps with the skills and systems 
needed to provide primary health care services to refugees in the 
camps. This capacity development will be of lasting benefit, if and 
when these practitioners and others are able to return and help 
build a viable, democratic Burma. 

The U.S. is collaborating with other donors to provide education 
for over 30,000 children in the camps. We are training teachers and 
administrators, developing curriculum, and producing educational 
materials. We expect that the education system that is being put 
in place in the camps can be transferred inside Burma if and when 
refugees can return. 

On the democracy front we are supporting the training of jour-
nalists and media development to improve the accuracy and con-
tent of media reports on issues of relevance to the Burmese refu-
gees. We are also building the capacity of ethnic Burmese refugees 
by financing scholarships for degree training in areas such as social 
sciences, public health, medicine and political science, as well as for 
promising high school students. 

Using funds under the Burma earmark, the National Endow-
ment for Democracy is financing a variety of activities to build ex-
perience among the refugees with democratic processes and prin-
ciples such as human rights advocacy, dialogue between ethnic 
groups, information dissemination about political prisoners, as well 
as humanitarian assistance to these prisoners and their families. 

The principle residents inside the refugee camps are members of 
various Burmese ethnic groups, principally the Karen and Karenni 
who had fled violence inside Burma. And by helping these ethnic 
groups we are helping meet their needs today and helping equip 
them to have a seat at the table in a future democratic Burma, 
where historically ethnic divisions and persecution have been at 
the heart of rifts in the Burmese political and social structure. 

To date USAID’s humanitarian program has concentrated inside 
the camps because Thailand has considered those outside the 
camps as economic migrants, not official refugees. Now that Thai-
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land is broadening its thinking on how to approach the issue of 
Burmese along the border, in recognition of their potential adverse 
impact on Thailand, there are now more opportunities to work with 
Burmese who are residing outside the camps. We are now dis-
cussing with other donors, and the Thais, health sector assistance 
we might provide to these individuals. 

As we begin to explore these opportunities and needs for assist-
ance inside Burma, for example for HIV/AIDS, it will be important 
that in parallel we continue our assistance to Burmese refugees in-
side Thailand. 

First, the Burmese in border areas of Thailand, both inside and 
outside the camps, represent diverse Burmese ethnic groups and 
any realistic and meaningful return to a stable democracy in 
Burma depends on inclusion of these ethnic groups in the demo-
cratic process inside Burma and their ability to participate mean-
ingfully in the process. 

The continuity of the assistance to these refugees—while we also 
initiate assistance inside Burma—will be a sign to them and others 
that these ethnic groups are an important element of the nation re-
building process and will also have the practical benefit of equip-
ping them to play a meaningful role in that process. 

Secondly, only recently has the Thailand government given do-
nors an opening to work more broadly with refugees outside the 
camps. As compared with refugees inside the camps, most of those 
outside the camps live in abject poverty, have vast unmet basic hu-
manitarian needs, and are subject to exploitation as illegal mi-
grants. They should continue to be the focus of our humanitarian 
assistance. 

Now I would like to turn to the subject of HIV/AIDS in Burma 
for which data are poor, surveillance nascent, and knowledge of the 
disease and how to avoid it among the Burmese limited. 

Because of restrictions most donors have had on assistance in 
Burma, we all are at the same stage—basic analysis of the situa-
tion and beginning efforts to develop strategies and programs to 
aggressively tackle the problem. 

The good news is that both the SPDC and the NLD are taking 
the threat of the epidemic seriously and have publicly identified 
HIV/AIDS as one of Burma’s three top public health problems, to-
gether with tuberculosis and malaria, and both have specifically 
asked that donors assist Burma in tackling the problem. 

We estimate that the HIV/AIDS epidemic in Burma has spread 
beyond the most at risk groups, such as injecting drug users, 
among who prevalence rates range as high as 74 percent. We be-
lieve that HIV/AIDS is now generalized in the population at rates 
that are estimated up to 4 percent. We think Burma, not Cam-
bodia, may now be the epicenter for HIV/AIDS in Southeast Asia. 
Porous borders, population movements for employment and due to 
conflict and violence, and trafficking in persons make the spread of 
HIV/AIDS in Burma a threat to the Southeast Asia region and 
USAID’s effort to contain the epidemic in the region. 

Also, HIV/AIDS follows the drug trafficking routes out of Burma 
into Asia, and injecting drug users, as I’ve mentioned, have the 
highest HIV/AIDS prevalence rates. 
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Given that all donors are essentially at the same stage of taking 
on HIV/AIDS in Burma, USAID and the U.S. government have an 
opportunity to play a leadership role in the assistance effort. 

USAID is proposing an HIV/AIDS program that will work prin-
cipally through international NGOs and the private sector. USAID 
would provide no funds or commodities to the Burmese govern-
ment. Participation of individuals from the public sector will be se-
lective, meaning where such inclusion is essential to the success of 
the program’s objectives. 

More specifically, what is being contemplated regarding involve-
ment with the public sector under USAID’s HIV/AIDS program is: 
The ability to have a dialogue with public sector health practi-
tioners and technical staff in order to guide changes in the govern-
ment’s policies and systems for service; support and other aspects 
of a sound HIV/AIDS program and to broaden their awareness of 
best practices; to provide training to public sector health practi-
tioners and school teachers as front-line actors in the HIV/AIDS re-
sponse, education and behavioral change process; and careful moni-
toring of any assistance in which public sector staff might partici-
pate to ensure assistance is being used to accomplish the program’s 
HIV/AIDS objectives and not the government’s own political aims. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my oral remarks. I’d be pleased to 
take questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Turner follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KAREN TURNER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, BU-
REAU FOR ASIA AND THE NEAR EAST, U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to have this oppor-
tunity to appear before you today to speak about the U.S. Government’s assistance 
to the Burmese people. 

As my colleague from the Department of State has told you, the people of Burma 
have suffered a great deal at the hands of a military junta. The repressive policies 
of this regime have reversed the results of democratic elections; its policies have al-
lowed a serious AIDS epidemic to spread even wider, and have left over three mil-
lion people displaced within Burma, and others forced to live as refugees along its 
borders. 

BURMESE REFUGEES—AN OVERVIEW 

The Union of Burma’s 1945 independence constitution established the country 
under a quasi-federal system that recognized the autonomy claims of key minority 
nationalities (Karen, Shan, Mon, Chin, Karenni, and Kachin). This federal system 
followed the British practice of treating the ethnic groups as semi-autonomous re-
gions within Burma. The initial union lasted less than two years before the country 
erupted into civil war. What initially began as a communist insurgency soon spread 
to include all the principal ethnic groups in fighting against the Burman dominated 
central government. 

In the early 1990’s, the Burmese government devised a ‘‘Four Cuts Policy,’’ cutting 
off supplies of food, funds, recruits and information in an attempt to suppress ethnic 
insurgencies smoldering in several outlying states. Entire populations in these 
states were forced to abandon their villages and communities and move to relocation 
centers scattered throughout the country. Many chose to flee the country altogether. 
While cease-fire agreements have been signed with all but three of the ethnic 
groups, the government’s policy of forced relocation has continued to drive tens of 
thousands of Burmese from their homes. 

The first refugees from Burma arrived in Thailand in 1984. Since then, over a 
million people have fled Burma: 1 million to Thailand, 40,000 to Bangladesh, 50,000 
to India, 10,000 to China, and almost 5,000 to Malaysia. About 138,000 refugees live 
in 10 camps scattered along the Thai-Burma border, while as many as one million 
survive as illegal migrants working at seasonal agricultural or urban industrial jobs 
in Thailand. 
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In 1988 about 10,000 Burmese students and pro-democracy activists fled Burma 
after the failure of a popular democratic uprising, accounting for the first major out-
flow of refugees. In 1990 the government cancelled the results of the national elec-
tion when it became apparent that the regime had lost 80 percent of the vote to 
Aung San Suu Kyi’s National League for Democracy (NLD). The regime’s ensuing 
persecution of NLD leaders, combined with the army’s stepped up campaigns 
against ethnic minority groups who had not signed cease-fire agreements, forced in-
creasing waves of Burmese across the border. 

Beginning in FY 1996 in response to a congressional directive, the U.S. Govern-
ment has provided humanitarian assistance to Burmese in Thailand, along the 
Thai-Burma border and funded pro-democracy activities both inside Burma and 
along the Thai-Burma Border. $2.4 million was provided in FY 1996, and has in-
creased incrementally to its present annual level of $6.5 million. Management of 
this program is closely coordinated between USAID and the State Department, with 
USAID managing some activities and the State Department managing other ele-
ments. 

The objectives of U.S. government assistance for Burma and Burmese refugees 
are to:

• develop the capacity of the Burmese people to manage the eventual transition 
to a democratic society;

• maintain pressure on the ruling Burmese regime, the State Peace and Devel-
opment Council (SPDC); and

• encourage the regime’s participation in a process leading toward a peaceful 
transition to a democratically elected government. 

HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE PROGRAM ($3 MILLION IN FY 2001) 

Our humanitarian assistance program is focused on building the capacity of Bur-
mese refugees along the Thai-Burma border to manage and implement their own 
basic education and health care delivery systems, and to carry these skills with 
them to Burma when a safe return to their homeland becomes possible. Through 
grants to the International Rescue Committee and World Education, the program 
provides formal and on-the-job education and health training to refugees, primarily 
in Karen and Karenni refugee camps. 

International Rescue Committee (IRC) (USAID-managed)—$1.3 million in FY 
2001. IRC provides training to refugee community leaders and local NGO’s to de-
velop their capacity to manage their own health care delivery programs, with a goal 
of handing over maximum management responsibility for programs in the camps to 
camp representatives. IRC trains multi-purpose health workers, traditional mid-
wives, and medics. This training has contributed to maintaining levels of maternal 
health and child survival in the refugee camps that are on par with surrounding 
Thai communities. 

Thousands of refugees outside of camps are benefiting from USAID support to Dr. 
Cynthia’s Clinic. Herself a refugee, Dr. Cynthia Maung and her medics see hun-
dreds of patients a week, treating injuries including landmine wounds, monitoring 
infant growth, providing prenatal care, educating families in nutrition, and teaching 
Burmese women how they can space their children to ensure the best possible 
health. Dr. Cynthia trains medics, midwives and community health workers who 
provide basic health services to displaced Burmese inside Burma and on the border. 

World Education/ World Learning Consortium (USAID-managed)—$1.7 million in 
FY 2001. Since 1999, the Consortium has helped develop a viable education system 
for 30,000 children within the refugee camps. The goal of the program is to assist 
the refugee camp leaders to develop an education system that can be transferred 
to Burma when the refugees return. In six refugee camps where the Consortium 
works, the project has produced educational materials for use by schools, trained 
teachers and administrators, and assisted in curriculum development. Half of all 
school directors and 75 percent of teachers have less than a tenth grade education 
and so rely heavily on the Consortium’s training. Many textbooks used in Karenni 
camps were based on books dated before 1942 from the British Colonial Period in 
Burma. Now elementary students and teachers are using a new English, math and 
geography curriculum. 

DEMOCRACY PROGRAM ($3.5 MILLION IN FY 2001) 

The goal of the democracy program is to assist Burmese both inside and outside 
of Burma to improve their ability to manage an eventual transition to democracy. 
The program supports activities that promote civic participation, better governance, 
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increased dialog among ethnic groups, and more effective advocacy for human 
rights. The main components of the program are described below. 

National Endowment for Democracy (Department of State-managed)—$2.3 million 
in FY 2001. With funds from the Department of State, the National Endowment for 
Democracy supports a variety of activities to help the Burmese develop the capacity 
to make the transition to a democratic form of government. These efforts include 
documenting and publicizing the treatment of political prisoners in Burma, as well 
as humanitarian assistance to political prisoners and their families. Working with 
the independent labor movement in exile and in Burma, violations of internationally 
recognized labor rights have been documented and publicized. Members of the Na-
tional League for Democracy and ethnic political parties in exile have been trained 
to support an issues-based political dialog, communicate effectively, and develop an 
internal democratic organization. 

Open Society Institute (OSI) (USAID-managed)—$0.56 million in FY 2001. OSI 
assists USAID in administering an important small grants program at the border 
to support democracy activities. Separately, OSI conducts a highly successful schol-
arship program, which has helped over 1000 undergraduate, graduate and Ph.D. 
Burmese students continue their schooling. 

Internews (USAID-managed)—$0.5 million in FY 2001. Since 2000, the Internews 
program has trained Burmese journalists in Thailand along the Thai-Burma border 
in four areas: 1) basic journalism (what is newsworthy, how to gather news, who 
is the audience, and how to write with accuracy, clarity and credibility); 2) manage-
ment (organizational systems, revenue generation, marketing, fundraising); 3) edi-
torial processes (developing a news agenda, managing a newsroom); and 4) layout 
and design. Working with seven ethnic newsgroups and five newspapers, Internews 
training has resulted in wider news coverage, more accurate reporting with a higher 
frequency of attribution to reliable sources, improved appearance of publications, in-
creased circulation, and an increase in ethnic news stories quoted by other news 
sources. 

Prospect Burma (Department of State-managed)—$0.14 million in FY 2001. Pros-
pect Burma provides scholarships to Burmese students to study at Thai universities. 
The program is similar to the OSI scholarship program in its goals and implementa-
tion. OSI provides student screening and tracking services for the Prospect Burma. 

ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE 

The Department of State’s Bureau of Population, Refugees and Migration provides 
the following assistance to Burmese refugees that is additional to the $6.5 million 
program described above:

• $1,589,000 in FY 2001 to the American Refugee Committee (ARC) to provide 
medical care, including reproductive health care, basic sanitation and water 
supplies to Burmese refugees living in camps on the Thai-Burma Border;

• $3,113,000 in FY 2001 to the International Rescue Committee to provide food, 
health care and cooking fuel to refugees in camps on the Thai-Burma border, 
of which $1.5 million is used to purchase basic food commodities (rice, fish 
paste, salt, mung beans, cooking oil, and nutritional supplements for special 
nutrition programs) distributed monthly to 42,000 refugees through the Bur-
mese Border Consortium (BBC);

• Approximately $1,360,000 in FY 2001 to the United Nations High Commis-
sion for Refugees for programs in Thailand focussing on the regularization 
and registration of Burmese refugees by Thai authorities, as well as humani-
tarian assistance to the most vulnerable groups.

• Approximately $2,828,000 in FY 2001 to the United Nations High Commis-
sion for Refugees for programs in Bangladesh and Burma to support Rohingas 
on the Bangladesh-Burma border. 

HIV/AIDS IN BURMA 

As the Subcommittee is aware, this year USAID was requested by the managers 
for the Conference on the Foreign Operations, Export Financing and Related Pro-
grams Act 2002 to prepare a report on the extent of the HIV/AIDS epidemic in 
Burma and to make recommendations for actions that the U.S. Government could 
take to limit its spread. We want to ensure that these activities are transparent, 
thoroughly monitored, and like other assistance to Burma, is administered in con-
sultation with the National League for Democracy. We completed our assessment 
and reported back to Congress in April. I have attached a copy of our report to my 
testimony. 
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What Do We Know? 
Official HIV surveillance data in Burma, while imperfect, clearly indicate a seri-

ous epidemic, that has spread from known high-risk groups into the general popu-
lation. Data from antenatal clinics record HIV prevalence of 2.8% among the young-
est group (15–24 years old) of pregnant women. Data from groups with high-risk 
behaviors indicate much higher prevalence levels, representing sub-epidemics in 
specific areas. Overall HIV rates are higher along the Chinese and Thai border 
areas in the eastern section of the country, and decline to low levels at the western 
border with Bangladesh. The majority of currently infected persons are male and 
most infections are transmitted sexually. This is associated with prostitution in 
which HIV prevalence in different samples of female prostitutes range from 30–50%. 
Men who have sex with men are not included in the national surveillance, but re-
ports in 1996 showed levels of HIV over 30% among them. Injecting drug users, 
mostly male, and heavily concentrated in northern opium-producing states, have 
HIV prevalence levels up to 74% and more, one of the highest levels recorded any-
where in the world. 

Most Burmese are not aware how widespread HIV/AIDS is nor how to protect 
themselves. Condoms were outlawed until 1992 and usage remains very low. A sur-
vey in 1996 found that only 20% of women and 62% of men could identify a condom 
when shown one and it is estimated that less than 5% of the nation’s prostitutes 
are consistent condom users. Public campaigns have stressed morality and have as-
sociated HIV/AIDS with criminals and socially less desirable segments of the popu-
lation. People with HIV infections are now generally stigmatized and do not always 
access the care and support actually in place. Few support groups exist for people 
living with HIV/AIDS. 

The State Peace and Development Council (SPDC) has recently publicly acknowl-
edged concern about HIV/AIDS and has publicly named the epidemic as one of the 
top three priority public health issues, along with malaria and tuberculosis. The 
professional and technical staff in the Ministry of Health understand the HIV/AIDS 
epidemic and are committed to their work but, overall, Ministry of Health capacity 
to respond is limited and training and resources are needed. 

The future of the Burmese people could be severely affected by the economic con-
sequences of the current epidemic. Further, Burma’s epidemic influences the 
epidemics in northeastern India, Thailand and China and, to some extent, vice versa 
due to commercial travelers (e.g. truckers), labor migration, tourism, movement of 
prostitutes and trafficking in persons and drugs. 
Why Now? 

The time is ripe for investment in reducing the spread of HIV in Burma and miti-
gating its impact on the population. United Nations agencies are in the process of 
strengthening their programs, several bilateral donors have now made assessments 
and are planning to bring in resources, and both the SPDC and the National League 
for Democracy (NLD) view HIV/AIDS as a major threat to health in Burma. The 
SPDC appears to be open to assistance from outside. The NLD agrees with the need 
for increased HIV/AIDS assistance and would support limited work with public 
health institutions as long as the use of resources is carefully monitored. There is 
now an opportunity to leverage United States Government assistance by collabo-
rating with the private sector, other bilateral and multi-lateral donors, non-govern-
mental organizations and community-based organizations that are addressing HIV/
AIDS in Burma. 
What is Being Done? 

There are several international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) working 
in Burma on HIV/AIDS and more are expected. Several are doing important work 
and making significant contributions, but there are not sufficient resources to mount 
a truly effective national response and sufficient information is not available to tar-
get or evaluate an expanded program. The INGOs working on HIV/AIDS have pro-
ceeded cautiously, attempting to maintain independence from government while 
bringing services to the people. They have been able to develop a range of important 
projects, most kept relatively small so far, that include the social marketing of 
condoms, innovative education campaigns using traditional theatre to promote 
health messages, and the support of community volunteers who provide home care. 

There are also many Burmese government-related NGOs (Go-NGOs) and local 
community-based organizations (CBOs) working on HIV/AIDS in Burma, but their 
capacity is limited and they need technical assistance and training to increase their 
effectiveness. Many of the Go-NGOs are at least informally linked to the SPDC 
through their directors’ associations with public officials but it is believed that the 
majority of them are dedicated to the struggle against HIV/AIDS in Burma. 
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UN agencies, such as UNICEF, WHO, UNDCP and UNDP, have been playing an 
essential role in advocacy and in helping Burmese officials understand what is re-
quired for an effective response to the epidemic. Recently the UN agencies, with the 
regime and some international and government-related NGOs, prepared a Joint 
Plan of Action for the coordination of the activities of the UN system for the period 
2001–2002. Very recently several bilateral donors, particularly Australia, Great 
Britain, Japan and the European Union, are considering new and expanded assist-
ance for HIV/AIDS programs in Burma. Virtually all of the key bilateral donors are 
currently assessing their HIV/AIDS program options, which will provide a unique 
opportunity during the next six months to collaborate in a coordinated response. 
What Can USAID Do? 

U.S. Government sanctions restrict assistance to the Government of Burma be-
cause of Burma’s position with regard to human rights, trafficking and drugs. How-
ever, Congress has provided ‘‘notwithstanding’’ language for HIV/AIDS programs in 
Section 104 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (P.L. 87–195), as amended, that 
permits USAID to provide HIV/AIDS assistance in Burma. 

We are proposing a limited-focus program in Burma as part of a larger, regional 
effort to control HIV/AIDS in Southeast Asia. With a funding level of $1 million in 
FY 2002, USAID would focus its support on:

• primary prevention programs aimed at most at-risk persons (prostitutes and 
their clients; men who have sex with men; and injecting drug users)—these 
programs would include education about HIV/AIDS transmission factors in-
cluding high-risk sex, and injecting drug use, and prevention strategies in-
cluding reduced numbers of sexual contacts, the consistent use of condoms 
and not sharing needles;

• education for the general population to increase awareness and under-
standing of HIV/AIDS, its transmission and prevention and to reduce stigma 
against those infected;

• behavioral research;
• training for health care providers;
• improved and expanded social marketing of condoms;
• care and support of people living with HIV/AIDS;

All activities will be closely coordinated with Burma’s democratic forces inside and 
outside of Burma. No assistance will be provided to the military regime. USAID will 
be carefully monitor the funds provided to assure that they are used for their in-
tended purposes.

Mr. LEACH. I thank you both very much. 
I would like to first concur with a comment of Secretary Daley. 

It is true that I think Congress and the Executive have long held 
a pretty generally consistent view on the situation in Burma. 

As change occurs nuances arise and there is never total agree-
ment on all nuances, and that has to be understood. And as I lis-
tened to Ms. Turner, and it was just absolutely excellent testimony, 
Ms. Turner, there is a nuance that I think you ought to review. 
That is, as a general framework when we have governments that 
we have displeasing relationships with there is a distinction be-
tween people-to-people issues and government-to-government rela-
tions. You mention in your AIDS issue, and I am a very strong ad-
vocate of a very aggressive AIDS leadership of the United States 
in Burma, as well as elsewhere in the world, you make a distinc-
tion in not dealing with the government. 

One of the reasons that there might be some reassessment is 
that in many countries, particularly in Africa, one of the highest 
incidents of AIDS and for the spreading of AIDS is in the military. 
So if the United States has a policy of not providing assistance to 
the Burmese military for AIDS reduction, that may be counter-
productive to the United States regional and the Burmese national 
interest. I think you ought to think that through. 
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But as a general framework I think dealing from AID’s perspec-
tive virtually entirely through NGOs makes a great deal of sense. 
But I do not think you should be hung up on the precision of that 
precise formulation. I would just raise that for your attention. 

Also, it is conceivable that there are some places in society only 
the government can get to and when we are on people-to-people 
issues I think one ought to be very sensitive. 

Let me turn to Mr. Daley. I think there might be agreement that 
the government has not done enough for the types of things that 
would make for a massive reversal in American policy toward 
Burma. On the other hand, have you thought through staged ap-
proaches with the staging on the Burmese side? Or do you think 
it is just inconceivable that this particular junta of military leaders 
can conceivably cede power to democratic forces? 

Mr. DALEY. Mr. Chairman, we do not think it is inconceivable 
that they could engage in a process that will devolve power to the 
democratic forces in the country. We think it is possible. 

Obviously, we are approaching it with considerable skepticism on 
an internal basis. We have identified the kinds of steps that we 
might be prepared to take if the Burmese regime through concrete 
action shows that it is ready to go down this path. We have not 
discussed those with the regime. 

It has been what I would call an internal brainstorming exercise, 
but we are in effect trying to plan for success in this endeavor, and 
the kinds of steps we would take to have a different relationship 
with Burma if there is indeed progress. 

That is a little bit fuzzy but it is representative of where our 
thinking is now. It has been a brainstorming exercise as opposed 
to an exercise in which we have linked specific steps on the Bur-
mese side to steps that we would subsequently take. But we are, 
I would say, mentally prepared to go down that road if we do see 
concrete results in Burma. 

Mr. LEACH. As my final question before turning to my colleagues, 
a second issues that obviously we have a national interest in deal-
ing with Burma at whatever appropriate levels as possible is nar-
cotics. 

Are you seeing enhanced cooperation? How do you see the nar-
cotics issue? 

Mr. DALEY. There has been improvement in the situation. There 
has been a reduction both of opium and heroin production—the 
reasons for that reduction are a matter of dispute. We do not know 
to what extent it is bad weather as opposed to law enforcement as 
opposed to other factors, but there has been a reduction over recent 
years which is quite noticeable. 

There has also been a reduction in acreage under cultivation. 
The regime tells us they have made an agreement with the Wa—

in whose land most of the opium production is taking place now—
that they will be opium-free by the end of 2005, which is 31⁄2 years 
from now, and we are encouraging them to press ahead in applying 
leverage to the Wa to accelerate that time table. 

The Burmese have cooperated with our law enforcement per-
sonnel, Drug Enforcement Administration, and have achieved some 
very significant seizures. They have also worked more effectively 
with China and with the authorities in Thailand on counter-
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narcotics and they have handed over to the Chinese some individ-
uals from the Wa area who were wanted on narcotics offenses. 

Most recently, at our urging the authorities have enacted money-
laundering legislation, something we had sought for some time and 
which will have, if enforced, a beneficial impact on narcotics con-
cerns and potentially an impact on curbing the possibility that 
their channels might be used for money laundering in the 
counterterrorist realm. 

So there have been some steps but we do not think they are 
steps that are sufficiently significant to warrant certifying Burma 
as cooperating under U.S. legislation, and we have recently had 
some fairly explicit discussions with them on what they really need 
to do this year to establish in our minds that they are cooperating. 

Mr. DALEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Faleomavaega? 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
I just wanted to ask Secretary Daley, are we the only country 

that recognizes Burma as Burma, or—I understand the United Na-
tions listing is Myanmar. 

Mr. DALEY. The United Nations——
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Is there some reason that we are using 

Burma instead of Myanmar? 
Mr. DALEY. Yes, sir. There is. 
In the United States our decision not to use the phrase 

‘‘Myanmar’’ has been almost a symbol of our rejection of the kinds 
of changes that have been brought about by force in Burma and it 
is for that reason that we persist in using Burma as opposed to 
Myanmar. If at some future point the body politic in Burma, in-
cluding what is now the democratic opposition, endorses the usage 
of that term then I expect we would follow suit. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Do our allies in Southeast Asia use 
Myanmar or Burma? 

Mr. DALEY. They use Myanmar. Our friends and allies in South-
east Asia use Myanmar. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. You mentioned that we do have currently 
sanctions against Burma or Myanmar. Is this level of sanctions 
similar to what we have against Cuba? 

Mr. DALEY. Let me take a pass on the comparison if I may, sir, 
because I am not really knowledgeable about the level of sanctions 
that we have on Cuba. With respect to Burma we have a ban on 
investment. We deny them GSP privileges. Except for humani-
tarian assistance we have no assistance programs involving 
Burma. We have a visa ban on senior Burmese officials who fall 
into the category of persons who formulate, implement or benefit 
from policies that impede Burma’s transition to democracy. We 
very much keep Burma at arm’s length. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Then exactly what is our reason for putting 
these sanctions on Burma? Because it is not a democratic country? 
Or because it is ruled by a military regime? Pakistan is ruled by 
a military regime. 

Mr. DALEY. Our reasons for putting in sanctions are to encourage 
Burma to move down the path toward democracy, and we have had 
substantial support in the international community. The European 
Union has policies that are very congruent with ours, as do major 
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countries in the region, Australia, for example, has policies that 
very much parallel ours. 

In some instances there are nuances of difference. Japan, for ex-
ample, has gone ahead with refurbishment of a hydroelectric plant. 
We frankly felt that that was something better held in abeyance. 
But even in the international financial institutions we have strong 
support for a policy of denying assistance funds to Burma that do 
not squarely fall in the basic humanitarian needs category. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Do we put Burma at about the same level 
as our sanctions on Iran? I am just trying to get a sense of consist-
ency here in our foreign policy as far as sanctions are concerned. 
I am looking at 42 million people that really have serious needs, 
and as Ms. Turner has adequately stated in terms of what we are 
trying to do, giving the people scholarships and everything else to 
promote democracy, and then immediately right afterwards you say 
no, you cannot do this, you cannot do that. I am trying to unravel 
this sense of contradiction in our policy. 

I may be wrong, but I sure would appreciate it if you could help 
me with it. 

Mr. DALEY. From our perspective, and I hope I do not sound too 
defensive, but we do not have a sense of contradiction. We think 
that our policies are crafted to try and encourage movement toward 
democracy. We think that military rule in Burma and all the 
human rights abuses that have been associated with it have not 
only impeded democracy, they have impeded prosperity, and they 
have brought a lot of hardships to the people. 

We have had strong international support for that position, oth-
erwise we would not have been able to sustain it. And we are hope-
ful now that we may be on the verge of fresh departures in Bur-
mese policy which will in turn, we think, allow us to move forward 
and encourage further progress. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. We are having problems right now with our 
sanctions that we have placed on Cuba for the past 40 years, and 
at least in the minds of a lot of the Members here now, it has not 
worked. But I do not want to get into a debate on that issue. 

I am just trying to figure out exactly what we are doing with 
Burma, what we are doing with Iran. I understand the European 
Union countries now are planning to have a trade relationship with 
Iran. It just does not seem to make sense with me in terms of what 
we are trying to do here. 

Does the Burmese government allow officials or citizens of other 
countries to visit Burma right now? 

Mr. DALEY. They allow visits, but they are selective in issuance 
of visas. The time period for visas is normally fairly limited. I be-
lieve it is a week or 2. And journalists have a very difficult time 
under normal circumstances getting access to Burma. Visas for 
people from human rights organizations and so forth are screened 
most carefully. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. How accurate is our intelligence and infor-
mation that we get from Burma if it is supposedly a closed society 
and we really do not know what is going on there? Do we have reli-
able sources of information that really tell us what is going on 
other than the NGOs perhaps? 
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Mr. DALEY. Sir, I would prefer to answer that question in closed 
session. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I will accept. 
The AID program that we have for Burma, Ms. Turner, can you 

give us a dollar value in terms of the total amount? I notice in your 
statement you had it at $10 million or more? 

Ms. TURNER. The basic earmark for Burma is $6.5 million, which 
is shared in terms of implementation between State and AID and 
coordinated. It is structured and designed so that the programs 
work together. But the basic earmark is $6.5 million. In addition 
there is a separate pot of funds through State, the population ref-
ugee and migration assistance. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. For 42 million people that is totally inad-
equate in any way to help the people if this is what we are trying 
to accomplish here. 

Ms. TURNER. That assistance is actually, by the terms of the leg-
islation, outside of Burma. It is addressed to the refugees along the 
border in Thailand. 

In addition now we are looking at the issue of HIV/AIDS, which 
would be targeted inside Burma. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. LEACH. Thank you. 
Mr. Gilman? 
Mr. GILMAN. Thank you Mr. Chairman for conducting this hear-

ing and I want to welcome our witnesses. 
On May 6th Burma’s drug-dealing military junta released Aung 

San Suu Kyi from house arrest, lifted travel restrictions that had 
been imposed upon her. However the generals are not very serious 
about engaging in a dialogue in her regarding the future of Burma 
because they have taken retaliatory steps against important people 
who wish to meet with her. 

It was reported that after she attended a wedding in Rangoon re-
cently one of the fathers of the couple, a former Ambassador and 
a prominent businessman had all of his government contracts can-
celed and his mobile phone confiscated. Those authorized to run 
the Burmese government have warned other businessmen that 
there would be severe repercussions if they had any contact with 
Aung San Suu Kyi. 

Fifteen hundred political prisoners still remain behind bars in 
Burma; their human rights record is abominable. According to Am-
nesty International Burma’s army and security forces continue its 
killing, its rape, torture of ethnic minorities seeking peaceful re-
dress of their grievances. 

According to the International Labor Organization forced labor 
still continues unabated and talks between the National League for 
Democracy, Suu Kyi’s political party, and the regime have not re-
sumed since her release. 

Mr. Chairman, with the collapse of the Taliban, the military dic-
tators who run Burma are once again the world’s largest source of 
opium and heroin, the vast amount of amphetamines Burma pro-
duces has devastated the youth and the future of the region. Hun-
dreds of billions of those tablets are being shipped throughout the 
world. In addition to the destabilizing effects of illegal narcotics the 
Burmese junta has received close to $2 billion worth of military 
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arms from China and is permitting China’s military to build naval 
stations and spying facilities on Burmese soil to be used against 
democratic India. 

Mr. Chairman, as our Nation continues its war against terrorism 
we must not ignore Burma as a great source of concern and insta-
bility. 

Accordingly we welcome our expert witnesses today to learn what 
more the Administration and Congress can do, and let me address 
this to both of our panelists. 

What do you recommend is our best approach to try to democ-
ratize the military junta of Burma? 

Mr. Daley? 
Mr. DALEY. Thank you, Representative Gilman. 
You are not going to be surprised that as an Administrative wit-

ness I think the approach we are on right now is our best ap-
proach. We think we have to keep the pressure up. We have enor-
mous skepticism of the regime. 

Mr. GILMAN. What pressure are we keeping up? 
Mr. DALEY. Well, we have what I think are a fairly impressive 

array of sanctions on Burma which run the gamut from restricting 
visas to high-level officials, to specific prohibitions imposed by leg-
islation. We deny GSP benefits. We deny OPIC benefits. We have 
been very active in work with an international coalition to build 
support for our position and that has made it possible for us to 
deny access to the international financial institutions including the 
Asian Development Bank and the World Bank for the most part for 
Burma. We have a ban on arms exports to Burma. So there is quite 
a panoply of items on that——

Mr. GILMAN. When you say we have a ban on arms exports to 
Burma, are we having impact on China’s exports of large military 
supply shipments to Burma? 

Mr. DALEY. I think we have been concerned by the extent to 
which Burma has become dependent, or was in danger of becoming 
dependent, for arms imports from China, not only as a geostrategic 
matter but also because we think they are really wasting their 
money. Besides buying arms from China they recently purchased 
MiG-29 fighters from Russia which are fairly expensive. My under-
standing is the purchase price of these aircraft exceeds Burmese 
arrearages both to the Asian Development Bank and to the World 
Bank, and the aircraft are also expensive to operate. 

Mr. GILMAN. Let me interrupt you a moment. What is the pur-
pose of Burma’s engaging in such widespread importation of arms 
and aircraft? What is their threat? 

Mr. DALEY. I am most reluctant to try and speak for the Bur-
mese government and their perception of that because it really, I 
cannot give you a good answer to what kind of threat they per-
ceived that would require MiG-29 fighters. It does not make sense 
to me, sir. 

Mr. GILMAN. Or Chinese arms. 
Have we interjected our approach to China and to Russia about 

the exportation of these kind of armaments to Burma? 
Mr. DALEY. We have raised these things most recently in connec-

tion with not only MiG-29s but a sale of a 10 kilowatt, if I remem-
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ber correctly, nuclear research reactor by Russia to Burma. 
Again——

Mr. GILMAN. How recent was that, Mr. Daley? How recently——
Mr. DALEY. Did we raise it? We raised this with Moscow within 

the last 6 months. I do not have the exact date. 
Mr. GILMAN. Have these pieces of equipment been shipped al-

ready to Burma? 
Mr. DALEY. The MiG-29s have been partially delivered. 
Mr. GILMAN. I am talking about the nuclear facility. 
Mr. DALEY. I do not believe there has been delivery to date. 

What the Russians have told us is that Burma, which is a party 
to the 1968 nuclear non-proliferation treaty, is under international 
law entitled to the benefits of peaceful nuclear cooperation and that 
they will ensure that full scope IAE safeguards are applied to this 
plant. 

Our concerns go somewhat beyond that. They go to the question 
of priorities and policy choices. We do not think this is a good pol-
icy choice for Burma. We are also concerned about their ability to 
provide physical security to the plant above and beyond safe oper-
ation. We would hate to see fissile material get loose any place in-
cluding in Burma. 

Mr. GILMAN. Administrator Turner, how much are we giving by 
way of aid to Burma right now? 

Ms. TURNER. Our assistance for Burma is $6.5 million. Under the 
earmark that is for Burma. But I would like to make a distinction 
that the predominant use of that assistance, virtually all of that as-
sistance, is really used outside of Burma by virtue that is humani-
tarian assistance and democracy assistance that——

Mr. GILMAN. Could you put the mike a little closer to you? 
Ms. TURNER. Yes, I certainly can, sir. 
The assistance is aimed at the refugees in border areas of Thai-

land. It is only now with looking at the issue of HIV/AIDS, that we 
are beginning to look at assistance inside Burma, but it is only lim-
ited to HIV/AIDS. 

In terms of your question that you placed earlier about democra-
tizing Burma, the way we see the current assistance that we are 
providing, is to strengthen those ethnic Burmese that are located 
in the border areas that have left Burma for a variety of reasons, 
and to help them to develop the ability to play a role in Burma in 
the future. So there is a variety of assistance that is building ca-
pacity along a broad range of lines, including in the area of democ-
racy such as dealing with media issues, being sure there is a capac-
ity to make people aware of issues, to publicize human rights con-
cerns that are going on, as well as to help the people in the ethnic 
groups develop other practices, democratic practices among them-
selves. 

So our focus right now is outside of Burma by virtue of the as-
sistance that governs, by virtue of the legislation that governs our 
assistance, and we are trying to prepare people for hopefully a fu-
ture democratic Burma. 

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. LEACH. Thank you. 
Ms. Watson? 
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Ms. WATSON. Can you give us some estimate, Ms. Turner, of how 
we are proceeding with the resources to fight AIDS and get the 
word—How are we doing? Give us a status update? 

Ms. TURNER. The overall donor response to HIV/AIDS is quite 
nascent because most donors such as ourselves have had bans on 
assistance inside Burma. 

We have had a team that was in Burma recently to develop the 
information that is actually attached to our statement which is a 
variety of information about the situation in Burma. There are 
CDC representatives that are now in country that are also doing 
a further assessment of the situation there. 

We are in the process now of trying to initiate assistance. This 
year the funds that we are proposing, the levels that we are pro-
posing, are relatively small at this particular point. But we will be, 
together with CDC and the other donors, continuing to examine the 
situation to determine what are the appropriate kinds of response 
and levels of response. If indeed the epidemic is along the lines 
that we are thinking, which is that it is generalized in the popu-
lation at levels around 4 percent or so, and that among the most 
at risk groups, as high as 70 percent for example among intra-
venous drug users, 30 percent among prostitutes and the like, then 
we will examine our response and ramp up our response appro-
priately. 

When we went in country before, we had discussions with a num-
ber of NGOs. There are NGOs that are operating in country there. 
Based on the experience that we have had elsewhere with HIV/
AIDS, we would be focusing on information materials, trying to 
educate people about HIV/AIDS. There is a tremendous lack of 
knowledge about HIV/AIDS—how to get it, how to avoid it. We 
would be providing commodities such as condoms to at-risk groups. 
We would be training service providers so that people know how 
to respond to those with HIV/AIDS. 

So over the next few months and over the next year I would say 
that we will be getting in on the ground and we will be delving fur-
ther into the magnitude of the problem, where the hot spots are, 
and I think over that particular time developing a more specific re-
sponse, and obviously consulting with the Hill as our needs may 
change in the response. 

Ms. WATSON. Just a follow-up statement and then question. 
Secretary of State Colin Powell said the beginning of this year 

that we are going to need $2 billion to really fight AIDS globally, 
and our concentration for the most part has been on Southern Sa-
hara Africa where we know what the problem is. 

In Asia, in Southeast Asia and with all the surrounding countries 
to Burma, what is your comprehensive plan? Because people cross 
over the line to work, they come back and forth, they speak other 
languages and all. I would think if Burma were to be served effec-
tively then we would need to broaden out our assessment to see 
what we needed to do in the surrounding area. So if you can re-
spond in that way. 

I also think we have to probably change the culture. This is what 
I am experiencing as we go back and forth to Africa and as we 
work in other places in the Pacific and Asia. You have to change 
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the culture. You have to come at people in a way that they can 
identify with. 

So what are you doing with using locals and using people who 
might be from the universities with some expertise as to how our 
message reaches and how we teach so that we can really make ad-
vances. So if you can address those questions. 

Ms. TURNER. Yes, ma’am. 
First of all, in terms of our response to the HIV/AIDS in South-

east Asia, we do in fact have a comprehensive approach in place. 
Cambodia—which as I mentioned in my remarks earlier, there are 
still indications that there is a significant problem there—is consid-
ered one of our important countries; and we are putting a great 
deal of resources into there, approximately $15 million, into Cam-
bodia to aggressively tackle that situation. 

We also have a regional Greater Mekong HIV/AIDS Program 
that is providing assistance to Laos and Vietnam and some assist-
ance also to Thailand although Thailand has, as we all know, made 
tremendous strides in addressing the issue of HIV/AIDS. 

So we are looking at the response in that region as a comprehen-
sive part of a response to the greater Mekong. 

Burma is the new addition to that response. We are now assum-
ing that Burma may in fact become the key part of that response 
if we are to tackle the issue of HIV/AIDS in the region. Because 
there are such tremendous population movements, there is traf-
ficking, there is prostitution, there are a variety of movements of 
population, and unless we have responses in each of those coun-
tries in the region we really cannot make much headway. 

So there is a program in place and I think the biggest question, 
I would say, is the magnitude of the response that will be needed 
in the future, in Burma, to really make a difference and to contain 
HIV/AIDS in the region. 

As for your question about what are we doing to change culture, 
I would say that one of the things that I think AID has done best 
around the world is in the area of education, information dissemi-
nation, and working through NGOs that are on the ground. Our 
program in Burma is to be focused through NGOs. We will be pro-
viding assistance to international NGOs that will in turn be work-
ing with other groups on the ground. 

Burma is not a country in which there are a vast number of local 
NGOs with whom we may work, so that will be somewhat of a 
challenge to develop that over time. But clearly our program is 
through NGOs that have the best contacts on the ground. The 
other element is a very sound program of information dissemina-
tion, developing materials that speak to the people in those coun-
tries. We are using cultural performances that go around to vil-
lages where the issue of HIV/AIDS is acted out. 

So I think we have learned, from our actions in other countries, 
approaches that in fact resonate with the local populations, and we 
will certainly be trying those out in Burma as well through the 
NGOs that we will be working with. 

Ms. WATSON. Just to conclude my questions, had you thought 
about from inside out, you said taking them to the villages. If the 
NGOs that are operational, and we understand there are few in 
Burma, but tapping into what they would like to say and then 
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starting this movement from the inside out and let outside groups 
come in and supply the resources. I find that in some of the most 
inland areas of southern Africa that works better. Finding out 
what they know and what they do and what they would propose, 
and then we could support them, rather than bringing a set pro-
gram into them. 

Ms. TURNER. Yes, I think that as a part of the entire feedback 
loop the effectiveness of NGOs is that: Of the international NGOs 
linking up with the local groups and finding out that sort of infor-
mation which you have mentioned. And NGOs have just proven 
around the world to be the most effective device. And people in 
those communities that are a part of the NGOs or a part of commu-
nity-based organizations, obviously have a sense of what would 
work in those communities. That will obviously be a very important 
part of framing a successful response. 

I think the other thing that we have the benefit of in the region 
is the success of Thailand. One of the benefits that we hope to have 
is Thailand participating or helping within the region, within the 
context of our Mekong strategy for HIV/AIDS, because they have 
the most experience in the region with successfully tackling the 
HIV/AIDS problem. 

Ms. WATSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you. 
Mr. LEACH. Thank you. 
Mr. Rohrabacher? 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Daley, what level of repression would you say there is in 

Burma today? 
Mr. DALEY. Fairly high, Mr. Rohrabacher. I think it is most un-

fortunate. Political party activity is not allowed. We cannot say 
there is a free press. There is certainly not free electronic——

Mr. ROHRABACHER. As compared to other countries. Let us say 
comparing it to Laos or comparing it to other dictatorships. Would 
you not say that Burma is probably one of the most repressive re-
gimes in the world? Or would you put it middle repressive? 

Mr. DALEY. I would prefer to try not to make that comparison. 
It is down at the bottom tier would be my view. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Let me do it for you, being the diplomat that 
you are, let me do it for you. 

Burma is one of the most repressive governments in the world, 
one of the most negative and bigoted regimes in the sense that it 
wants to shut out the outside. 

Mr. DALEY. No argument there, sir. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Obviously. 
Let me ask you this. Ms. Turner, has that had anything to do 

with the suffering and poverty suffered by the Burmese people? 
Ms. TURNER. Sir, we principally have dealt with the refugees 

that have been forced out for a variety of reasons, including perse-
cution by the regime. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. What we have got is a regime that is so re-
pressive that it has kept Burma in a constant state of poverty and 
suffering and that regime in no way reflects not only the will but 
the well being of the 42 million people who live in Burma. Perhaps 
the best thing we could do is make sure we head that regime in 
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a more democratic direction and open up Burma, because there is 
no amount of foreign aid that can make up for the horrendous ef-
fect that this regime has had on its own people. 

Let me ask you this, Mr. Daley. Your testimony states there has 
been well over two billion dollars worth of military equipment that 
has been sold to Burma over the last 10 years I guess it is. How 
did they pay for that military equipment? 

Mr. DALEY. We do not know precisely how they paid for it. Our 
guess is there was a lot of counter-trade involved and barter trade. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Let me suggest that not only are they repres-
sive, but the military regime in Burma has committed treasonous 
acts to their own people in the sense that they have not only re-
pressed them but they have given away their legacy to other coun-
tries, especially to China, in the form of their natural resources. 
Teakwood, et cetera. But would you not say that that $2 billion fig-
ure also suggests that perhaps some collusion with drug dealing 
whereas that is the major source of revenue for that society? 

Mr. DALEY. No, sir. I would not say that. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well I would. 
Mr. DALEY. Okay. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would think that it is, whereas it is hard 

to put your finger on where they came up with that $8 billion, I 
would suggest that when you take a look at where the money is 
made, their only source of income, that it is not hard to connect the 
dots or draw the lines between the two. 

I would suggest there is payment for the $8 billion worth of 
weapons, or $2 billion worth of weapons, with some type of dealing 
in drugs by the Burmese regime. 

I know that is hard to prove because they have such a closed so-
ciety. But let me ask you this. 

When I was first elected to Congress there were different parts 
of Burma that were controlled by various groups that were ethnic 
groups that were not involved with—That were not under the con-
trol of a Burmese dictatorship and it was Na Win then, let me ask 
you this. 

Since that time has not the Rangoon regime expanded its con-
cern over basically the military, that is control by rangoon now, 
that dominates the entire country as compared to 15 year ago when 
you had the Karens and the Karennis and the Wa and the Shan 
who had areas that were basically independent? 

Mr. DALEY. The areas are less independent now but I would hesi-
tate to say that the writ of Rangoon runs fully in those areas. 

For example, they are in the process of trying to have the Wa 
live up to an agreement to be out of the opium business by 2005. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. But the Burmese military, let me put it this 
way. When I was first elected there were whole big chunks of 
Burma that the Burmese military could not go into. Now, from 
what I understand, the Burmese military at the very least controls 
all the roads in those areas. Is that not right? 

Mr. DALEY. I would not go that far, Representative Rohrabacher. 
Clearly they have extended their control. In 1945 some of the eth-
nic group armies were on the outskirts of Rangoon and they have 
effectively been pushed back to the border areas. And over these 
decades that process has unfolded, but it is by no means complete. 
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The agreements that have been made with the ethnic groups are 
not fully transparent and they differ from one ethnic group to an-
other. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. That is correct. It is not transparent. That is 
what I think I am getting to is the fact that, you see, I would go 
that far. I think the Burmese army controls all the roads. And I 
think when you have massive opium production and drug produc-
tion that they do not carry it all in knapsacks through the jungles. 
I just have a feeling that it goes by truck when you are talking 
about billions of dollars worth of drugs. That is just a guess. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Helicopter. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. It might even go by helicopter. Probably Chi-

nese helicopters owned by the Burmese regime. 
But I think that is what I was getting to. The agreements with 

some of these governments or semi-governments like the Wa and 
Shan and that, they are not really transparent. We do not really 
know what is in those agreements, do we? 

Mr. DALEY. No, we do not. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. We might surmise that a person who is will-

ing to murder their political opposition, a regime that is willing to 
do that and we know they are willing to do that in Rangoon, that 
they would not think that dealing in drugs would be amoral. If 
they are willing to just murder people, what is dealing in drugs, 
right? 

Mr. DALEY. Our information does not suggest that as a matter 
of policy the central authorities in Rangoon are dealing in drugs. 
We are pretty certain that individual officers in the field are 
complicit. I would go so far as to say that in every country where 
there is a major drug problem there is also a major problem with 
corruption. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I have to tell you, I just have this feeling that 
these gangster generals who run the country, I do not know why 
we are bending over backwards to assume they are going to do the 
right thing when it comes to drug dealing. I do not understand 
that. It is all the guys at the lower levels who are making the 
deals. I would suggest that it is very possible that these agree-
ments they have made with these various groups that were dealing 
in drugs before, that as part of the non-transparent agreements 
they have is that some of the money makes its way into the pockets 
of the generals that rule the country. 

You were talking about the Wa and how there has been some 
agreement to make it an opium-free area. Is not the Wa, is that 
not where they are producing all these methamphetamines? 

Mr. DALEY. They are also doing methamphetamines which is an 
important part of our agenda. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. So as the decrease in opium happens we have 
this massive increase in the production of methamphetamines. So 
is that something that we should look at as a positive develop-
ment? 

Mr. DALEY. No. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Right. 
So with that said let me just suggest that we should side with 

the people of Burma and side with all people who want better gov-
ernment because that is the way to end the drug trade is to make 
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sure the people of Burma control their own country, and that is the 
way to make that country more prosperous and cure some of these 
diseases and things because you have a closed society and they live 
in poverty and they have these problems. 

The best thing we can do, and there is a relationship between re-
pression and a lack of freedom and all of these other problems. 

So I would suggest that side with the people of Burma and do 
our best to help them overthrow this dictatorial regime, at least 
provide them the political support if nothing else in that endeavor, 
and wish our very best to Aung San Suu Kyi. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Blumenauer? 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I too appreciate the opportunity to have this interaction with the 

Committee, and Mr. Chairman, your willingness to schedule a 
hearing that I think is important just in terms of sending the mes-
sage about how deeply people in Congress care about the develop-
ments, the efforts on behalf of the Burmese people who have been 
held hostage for far too long. 

And I do appreciate the sense of sort of the tightrope that we are 
working here. We do not want to do anything to help a repressive 
regime. Although my sense from very limited experience in the 
country and following the developments, is slightly different than 
my friend Mr. Rohrabacher. Their control is more apparent than 
real. That there are very strong sub-elements both in the military 
and the ethnic groups. There are things going on in this country 
relating to drug traffic and other struggles for control in the very 
real ethnic divisions. 

I also appreciate that there are forces for change within the 
country. Some of the businesses from the West that would operate 
have the potential for making a difference on the ground in a posi-
tive way, but we have sanctions, and we are trying to keep the 
pressure on. We do not want to unduly enrich the regime, and to 
give aid and comfort to it. 

My area of question deals with how we strike that fine balance 
with trying to help the Burmese people who themselves are victims 
and where there are little things that we could do that would be 
hard for the junta to pocket. Some of it may be assistance for peo-
ple with HIV/AIDS. Some of it may be as simple as fire protection 
or environmental assistance which I do not see anywhere. I apolo-
gize for coming late from the Floor, but as I reviewed the two state-
ments I did not see anything that spoke to some of the serious en-
vironmental problems that beset Burma. 

There may be things we can do with NGOs building capacity that 
will make a difference for people’s lives to send a signal about 
where we are coming from, and where there might be more assist-
ance in the future to help these 42, 45, whatever million people for 
whom a small expenditure and small gestures might make a big 
difference. 

I would appreciate it if you might comment on that. Let me put 
one other piece on the table for either of you or both, and that is 
now we have a slightly different condition with Aung San Suu Kyi 
where there has been work, there is a little daylight, there has 
been a little loosening of the hold on the National League for De-
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mocracy. Is there a way now that we can use her and the League 
as a way to vet what we might do? We could evaluate using her 
assistance. The NLD is, after all, as close as we are going to have 
to a legitimately elected representation of the people. The one op-
portunity I had to meet with her when she was under house arrest, 
I was very impressed with the feel that she has for what is going 
on in the country. And obviously she has huge respect from the 
Burmese people themselves. Can we give her a little leverage in 
this delicate dance while we get better input into how to strategi-
cally target some assistance that would not end up benefitting the 
regime? 

Mr. DALEY. Sir, you have touched on some of the most, what I 
regard as important policy issues that we face in the next few 
months on Burma. Let me take them not exactly in the order that 
you raised them though and start with the last. 

We have been able to discuss not only the broad outlines but spe-
cific details of our activities in Burma with the National League for 
Democracy and of course now that Aung San Suu Kyi is no longer 
under house arrest we have extremely easy access to her and to the 
other members of the NLD leadership. In that sense we do consult 
about ideas, thinking, programs. 

I would hasten to add that we need to take responsibilities for 
our own policies and not put the burden of policy choice on the 
NLD or her in particular because we may at some point want to 
take decisions that cause considerable unhappiness and we should 
be accountable for those and not the NLD, so the responsibility is 
ours even though we intend to consult very widely on these issues, 
not only in Burma, but obviously with the Hill, people who are con-
cerned about Burma outside of government. 

I think we can take steps that will not benefit the regime but 
will help the people of Burma. There are a number of specific 
things we can do. For example, we can make sure that we do not 
provide money to the regime. We can do follow-up interviews and 
audits in cases where we provide money or goods that are fungible 
to NGOs to ensure that they have not been diverted, that someone 
has not come around 15 minutes after we left to scarf them up. We 
have that capability. And I think that capability extends to even 
dealing with low-level government officials. 

For example, simply providing knowledge about how HIV is 
transmitted is something that is very important. The regime is not 
itself going to be able to derive benefit if we inform teachers who 
in turn can inform their students about these things. 

Training aids of various kinds dealing with public health issues 
also we think can be provided that is not going to be of benefit to 
the regime. 

We have been unambiguous in our characterizations of the re-
gime so that people understand that as we go down this road of hu-
manitarian assistance it is not to be interpreted as an endorsement 
of the regime. 

One of the greatest challenges I think we face is the issue of ca-
pacity-building and civil society and democracy within Burma. We 
have done an awful lot on the Thai-Burmese border but people in-
side Burma are concerned that nothing has been done for those 
who actually stayed behind and suffered the worst of the repres-
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sion. This has been raised with us by the NLD more than once. It 
is an area where we indeed are going to have to examine what 
kinds of capacity-building programs the international community 
can sponsor in Burma. And obviously as we do this we are going 
to be pressing against the edges of the tolerance, if you will, for the 
Burmese regime. We are going to be pressing them very hard to 
make changes that are going to move the country down the path 
of democracy. This is one of the ways in which they can show that 
they are sincere about easing up on their control and to move down 
this path. 

You are quite right, sir, we did not mention the environment in 
our prepared remarks. Burma has a unique ecosystem. It is one of 
the few places in the world where you have that kind of tropical 
forest left. I have no idea of how many endangered species may 
have their last sanctuary in Burma. 

We are concerned about it. The ecosystem obviously does not stop 
with Burma’s borders. Recently our Fish and Wildlife Service has 
proposed plans to fund a conservation project in Burma and what 
they would do is work with retired Burmese government officials 
who have been forest rangers and who are no longer on the payroll 
of the government to create an independent NGO in Burma that 
has no ties to the regime to manage this project. I think this is il-
lustrative of the kinds of things we think we can do in Burma to 
address the many things that we have on our agenda without bene-
fiting the Burmese regime. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, at some point it would be in-
teresting for us to be able to review some of these interrelated envi-
ronmental issues. I think Burma represents one of the greatest 
challenges. There may be more just simply because development 
was retarded for a variety of reasons. Maybe at one point the re-
pressive nature of the governments for the last half century have 
assisted. But it does spread over a large area, it does bleed into 
Thailand, there are cross-border problems in terms of illegal log-
ging and what not. Their exploitation of the environment is one of 
the things that they use to fuel and feed the regime the same as 
with the illegal drug trade. This is something that has negative ef-
fects on the world that will be irreplaceable. 

Mr. Chairman, having the chance to look at these within the 
sweep of our Subcommittee might be something that I would find 
of great interest and it may be a way that we can focus some atten-
tion. 

Mr. LEACH. If the gentleman will yield. 
You raised this I thought exceptionally thoughtfully at one of our 

first hearings if not our first hearing of the Subcommittee and I 
have asked staff to look into that. We do intend this year to hold 
a hearing on precisely the issue of the environment in a regional 
context. I think that your raising this is absolutely on target. It is 
something that I had not considered at all until you raised it at the 
first hearing. I think it should be done. 

It is also a subject that is also different—It is a regional issue 
but it is different per country. The Burmese environmental di-
lemma is I think one of the more distinct issues that is a subset 
of all other issues in Burma but nonetheless exceptionally impor-
tant and I would be very happy to work with you and if you have 
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any advice and witnesses, Mr. McCormick is going to arrange that 
so please speak directly to him. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. I just hope, 
and I do not mean to sound like a broken record, but time and 
again we are having witnesses from the State Department and I 
know you folks are doing really good work and I find that I am 
much in sympathy with what Secretary Powell is trying to do 
around the world. I know he has told our Committee repeatedly 
that these are areas that are of interest to him, that they fit into 
the larger scheme, but they do not tend to appear in the testimony. 
I just hope that it is not reflective of the priority that I believe the 
Secretary attaches and to the significance that they have. I really 
appreciate your filling us in. 

Mr. DALEY. We almost have a special case, sir, with Burma be-
cause in so many areas as a matter of policy we have not allowed 
programs to proceed. Whereas if we look at neighboring Thailand, 
we have had very rich cooperation over the years. But there is an 
ecosystem reality that transcends the political borders and I think 
we have to surpass that. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman if I could just make one other 
comment about something that I hope we can pursue. 

Mr. LEACH. Sure. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. I live in hope that some day we will have a 

comprehensive sanctions policy like most other developed and de-
veloping countries have. I happen to agree with much of what we 
are doing in terms of trying to use sanctions to get the attention 
and not to enrich the regime in Burma. But unless and until we 
get to the point where we actually have a sanctions policy it might 
be useful, Mr. Chairman, at some point that we could get a report 
back from our friends in the State Department that helps us re-
view and evaluate the sanctions that we have in place and the ef-
fectiveness that they have had. We should determine whether there 
are problems and opportunities—we have a history in this country 
of just passing sanctions and oftentimes we are better at passing 
them than we are at evaluating whether they are working or not 
and when we have won, and when we need to move on. 

I would just look at the bizarre difference between Cuba and 
China where we are sort of frozen in time. 

I would hope that there is great interest in putting pressure on 
the regime. Nonetheless, I think we would like to know whether we 
are on point. Do these sanctions need refinement? Are they making 
a difference? What impact are they having on Americans? Just to 
use Cuba, I am convinced if we would have Americans visiting 
Cuba and interacting, Castro would be a thing of the past. I do not 
believe in one-size-fits-all, and maybe, Mr. Chairman, with your 
help and with the help of our distinguished panelists here we could 
get some information to help us evaluate where we are that might 
again help in terms of the refinement of the congressional reaction. 

I appreciate your courtesy, Mr. Chairman, having the hearing 
and I look forward to progress in the future. 

Mr. LEACH. Thank you for your suggestions. Mr. Flake, do you 
have any questions? 

Mr. FLAKE. No. Thank you. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Rohrabacher, do you have more questions? 
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. I personally reject the notion that interaction 
with Americans with repressed people will make them overthrow 
their dictatorships. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. If the gentleman will yield just for a moment. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Sure. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. I hope nothing I said led the gentleman to be-

lieve that just simple interaction is going to lead to an overthrow. 
My point relative to Cuba is that I think our sanctions are counter-
productive. I think not allowing Americans to be there and spread 
the truth directly while——

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Again, reclaiming my time. In a dictatorship 
I do not think the people of Burma need to know that they live 
under a repressive regime, and I do not think having some Ameri-
cans taking pictures in front of the pagoda with their cameras and 
wearing shorts, et cetera, and being the way Americans are is 
going to open their eyes any more. 

When these people have a boot in their face they realize it is 
good to have the boot taken off of their face and that is what is 
happening in Burma. But the gentleman made a terrific point, and 
before you leave I want to make sure you understand, I think that 
the environmental questions are vital. And when you have a demo-
cratic society it is all right for the people of a democratic society 
to decide through their government to utilize their natural re-
sources in a way that they see fit. 

For example, they wanted to sell their teakwood off in order to 
have a great education system in Burma. That would be all right 
for the people of Burma to decide if that is what they wanted to 
do. It would not be all right, however, it is not all right for the gov-
ernment of Burma which is a dictatorship to destroy their 
teakwood assets of the people and pocket the money in some bank 
account in Thailand or somewhere else which is what is happening 
in Burma and which tends to happen in dictatorships. 

I think this goes beyond the region and that perhaps there 
should be a policy by the United States that governments that are 
not democratic, that there should be some kind of restrictions on 
how we can purchase their natural resources from those non-demo-
cratic governments because the democratic governments will have 
what is in mind for the benefit of the people, where dictatorships, 
whether it is Castro or whether it is the junta in Rangoon, will not 
be basically watching out for the interests of their people so that 
would be an overall policy. 

And let me just add one further thought. That is, it is time for 
a change in Burma and I would suggest to Aung San Suu Kyi and 
the people who are struggling for democracy that they announce 
that there will be an amnesty for everybody who comes over now, 
and that all sins of the past are forgiven. Let us get on with build-
ing a new country and a new democratic country. 

I know there are a lot of hard feelings, people have been re-
pressed, their children have been murdered, et cetera, but I would 
call on the democratic reformers to work with the generals in order 
to facilitate a safe exit so they know there will not be any retalia-
tion against them or anyone else in the regime. 

What is important is to move on now and to build a new society 
and a better society in Burma. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. LEACH. Thank you, Dana. 
I do not think we can end the hearing without touching on the 

subject of terrorism and the role of Burma in our antiterrorist ef-
forts. Have we had good discussions with the government? Do we 
see these problems in their society? Do we see this as an area 
where there may be more cooperation and less confrontation than 
in other societies, or the other way around? How would you de-
scribe it, Mr. Daley? 

Mr. DALEY. Mr. Chairman, in the wake of September 11th our 
foremost or most immediate concern in Burma was the protection 
of our embassy facilities and personnel in Rangoon. In the wake of 
the September 11th attacks the Burmese authorities were very 
quick to move on a number of steps that we had requested includ-
ing steps that had been held in abeyance for a considerable period 
of time such as closing the street in front of the embassy. 

We have a very old facility there, fairly decrepit, and it has vir-
tually no setback from a main street. Thus it is very vulnerable to 
attack by car bombs and other devices. We had excellent coopera-
tion on that point. 

We are currently trying to define ways in which the countries of 
the region can improve their systems of sharing information on 
international terrorists and on detecting their movement from one 
country to another. The countries of the region have disparate visa 
systems. They have a lot of variation in the kinds of technical con-
trols in documentation to make them resistant to tampering or to 
forgery. And so we will be talking to not only Burma but of course 
to the other countries in ASEAN on areas where regional coopera-
tion is very important. 

Burma itself does not today present a terrorist threat to the 
United States. We do not see groups operating in Burma which 
present the kinds of threats that concern us deeply. Our concern 
would be the transit of groups from elsewhere, particularly South-
west Asia through Southeast Asia, or the use of countries in South-
east Asia as staging grounds for operations that would be directed 
against American interests in any number of locales. 

Mr. LEACH. I want to return a little bit to the subject of people-
to-people as contrasted to government-to-government relations. 

I think the United States has an exceptionally warm view of the 
Burmese people. At the same time they have an exceptionally 
harsh concept of the junta. But in dealing at people-to-people lev-
els, of all the adjectives that have been expressed today the one 
that I am kind of the most disappointed with, Ms. Turner, is the 
word nascent. It strikes me that it is inconceivable that we should 
not be thoroughly and completely and utterly aggressive in support 
for HIV/AIDS countermeasures in Burma. 

From AID’s perspective, and I hope you are in close consultation 
with the international community, particularly the UN and the 
World Bank on these issues, and that the United States should be 
at the forefront of suggesting their active involvement. 

This is a very serious circumstance that involves the people, also 
people of other countries including our own. 

The other people-to-people issue, when it comes to sanctions I 
have long held there is a radical distinction between food and medi-
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cine and all other sanctions. Restraints on food assistance required 
in any country I think are generally wrong. Burma is not as food 
short as many societies in the world and that is fortunate, but still, 
I think when people deal with sanctions we ought to remember 
that particular circumstance. 

Finally, let me just ask this question. Ms. Turner, you mentioned 
that any assistance in Burma you would like to see go through 
NGOs. There is an interesting question of how you define an NGO. 
For example is Aung San Suu Kyi’s party an NGO, in essence? Are 
there assistance that at a humanitarian level ought to be going 
through it? 

I raise this because the UN Ambassador or UN Special Envoy in 
Burma has suggested that combinations of the government, her 
party, and others is a way of distributing humanitarian assistance. 
Have you given thought to this? 

Ms. TURNER. Sir, let me deal with the two issues you have 
raised, the concern about the nascent state of dealing with HIV/
AIDS and then dealing with the issue of what is an NGO. 

I guess my use of the word nascent was simply to convey that 
in view of the magnitude of the problem I think all of the donors 
feel, as well as the government I believe, that the response is at 
its earliest stage but that there does need to be an aggressive re-
sponse and we have been, when we have gone in country a few 
months ago to do some analysis of the problem, we have been in 
very close contact with the other donors and——

Mr. LEACH. If I can interrupt. Unlike Mr. Daley you gave some 
very precise statistics, 4 percent, 74 percent. These are very precise 
statistics. They are alarming. 

Ms. TURNER. Yes, sir. They are. 
Mr. LEACH. I would also say that on this NGO issue, every once 

in awhile you have a hard time ignoring governments in power. On 
this particular issue, active consultation I do not think is inappro-
priate. 

Ms. TURNER. I would agree and I think we have seen in a variety 
of other countries that, in order to have the system-wide impact 
that is needed to really have an impact on HIV/AIDS, there is some 
contact with the governments that is needed. 

NGOs are a very effective tool and have been proven to be a very 
effective tool in a variety of circumstances, but it has also been 
proven that in order to, that one, if a government is not behind an 
HIV/AIDS effort your impact is going to be limited because you are 
not going to be able to get the message out, you are not going to 
be able to work with a variety of entities to have the impact. 

Second, that if the amount of assistance that is estimated that 
may be needed in Burma to tackle the HIV/AIDS problem is in the 
range of $35 million a year, at the moment if you look at what all 
donors are spending it is a fraction of that. 

Mr. LEACH. Let me just stop you for a second. Given the statis-
tics that you have indicated, I do not see how you can conclude $35 
million a year is adequate. That does not relate to any other coun-
try with statistics like that. I think you may have drawn some 
judgments that may be based on budgets of ours rather than on 
needs of theirs. 
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Ms. TURNER. That estimate, which is an estimate at the moment, 
is a UN estimate. It is a UN estimate that has been made based 
on information that is known. But all the donors, including our-
selves, are investing a great deal of effort and will continue to 
gather more data to get a more precise handle on where are the 
hot spots, which communities, where geographically are the hot 
spots, what are the principle modes that HIV/AIDS is being dis-
seminated and the like. But I think current estimates, which are 
the best that we all have, indicate that a significant amount of re-
sources are needed, beyond what the collective donor community 
and the government is now putting toward it. 

That makes then, given what the donor community has currently 
available, makes the role of the government even more important. 
It means that influencing policy, influencing government systems, 
being able to deal with people in the public health service, being 
able to deal with school teachers of which there will be a large 
number, that these are ways in which with relatively limited re-
sources you can have a broadened impact. 

But that means you do have to involve, you do have to have some 
contact with government officials to have that impact, and to en-
sure that you are able to influence policy and systems. Without 
that NGOs are able to do great work but the span of impact that 
they can have is relatively limited to the area in which they work. 

As for your question about the kinds of NGOs that we might 
work with, there are a variety of NGOs in Burma. A number of 
them are considered government controlled NGOs. A number of 
them are international NGOs that are well known to ourselves and 
that we have worked with in a variety of countries. 

I think our focus at the moment is on those organizations that 
have a proven track record of dealing with the HIV/AIDS issue, 
that in turn will work with communities and local NGOs that obvi-
ously have a more precise knowledge of the situation in their com-
munities. 

But I think the importance in terms of having the impact and 
aggressively tackling it is to work with organizations that have a 
proven track record in dealing with HIV/AIDS that in turn link up 
with local organizations that have a knowledge of their commu-
nities, a knowledge of what works, and that those things together 
will enable us to have a more immediate impact on the issue of 
HIV/AIDS. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Daley? 
Mr. DALEY. Mr. Chairman if I could just add briefly to what 

Karen has had to say. 
We have taken a leadership role in the consultative group on 

Burma and have been very active in urging others to move expedi-
tiously on beginning these programs. 

I think we have to fill in the database a little bit more before we 
can increase the level of effort, and I hope we will be able to do 
that very quickly. 

The Administration is interested in this. Last month the Deputy 
Secretary asked me how quickly would we actually see funds and 
material disbursed within Burma on HIV/AIDS. I gave him an off-
the-cuff answer of 4 to 5 months. He made it abundantly clear to 
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me that my answer was not satisfactory. That he expects us to 
move a good deal more rapidly than that. 

So it is a matter of high priority. I would not be at all surprised 
if next year we are going to be talking about a much larger pro-
gram than what we have at this stage. 

Mr. LEACH. I just want to underscore the obvious. I think from 
this Committee’s perspective, and I think I speak for Dana, on 
issues of HIV/AIDS, Congress, I think has a pretty strong con-
sensus that of all the issues in the world that we should approach 
irregardless or regardless of the government in power, this is the 
one. In fact it is very impressive to me how little has been done, 
not how much, over the last decade from the implicit conclusion of 
your report. So I am glad that it is now finally receiving attention. 

Dana, do you have any concluding comments? 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would just like to ask, I understand the 

prevention program of HIV, prevention programs. In informing peo-
ple about the magnitude of the problem. Are we talking about be-
coming the condom distributor for the world here? 

Ms. TURNER. Sir, not exactly. The use of condoms by certain high 
risk groups is an important part of HIV/AIDS prevention and that 
element has been an element of our HIV/AIDS programs around 
the world. But I would say that our HIV/AIDS program in Burma 
will be comprehensive, like it is in other countries, dealing with ev-
erything from information dissemination about what is HIV/AIDS, 
how to avoid it, and would also include however, condoms as a part 
of prevention. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. As far as I know, Mr. Chairman, and you will 
have to correct to me, I am not an expert on this issue, but when 
someone is infected this is not a thing where you can give someone 
some medicine and they are all of a sudden not infected any more. 

I think that becoming the condom distributor or becoming some-
one who is responsible for providing medicine for everyone who is 
infected with AIDS in various parts of the world is not what the 
United States should be doing. 

I can certainly understand that education to inform people to 
prevent infection is something we should definitely be involved in, 
but trying to prevent someone from dying in a 2-year period rather 
than a 6-month period by spending thousands of dollars worth of 
drugs may not be the best use of our foreign aid money. 

Mr. LEACH. Let me try to bring this Committee to a conclusion, 
and let me say that in my time in public life we have entered into 
discussions that would never have been countenanced a generation 
ago. We have entered into them because we have to. Realistically 
I want to make it very clear that I probably disagree with part of 
the conclusions that were just uttered, but certainly a comprehen-
sive program involving education and values is obviously an essen-
tial part of an HIV/AIDS effort. 

But if it saves lives for the United States government to be at 
the forefront of dispensing instruments that protect people and 
save lives, it is absolutely something that this government should 
not shy away from. And as indelicate as the subjects are, it is im-
perative. 

With that, let me thank you both for your testimony and the 
Committee is adjourned. 
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[Whereupon at 11:54 a.m. the hearing was adjourned.] 
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1 The National Coalition Government of the Union of Burma (NCGUB) was established in 
1990 by Members of Parliament elected in the May 1990 general elections with a mandate to 
seek international support to implement the result of the election that was overwhelmingly won 
by the National League for Democracy (NLD), led by Daw Aung San Suu Kyi. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL COALITION GOVERNMENT OF THE UNION OF 
BURMA1 —19TH JUNE 2002

The release of Daw Aung San Suu Kyi from house arrest is only the first step 
toward a meaningful dialogue in Burma. The latest developments indicate that 
there are more steps needed to make substantive progress in the process of democ-
ratization. The talks between Daw Aung San Suu Kyi and the military need to be 
resumed immediately. They must become irreversible and be extended to include 
ethnic leaders in the process as soon as possible. In order to make these critical 
steps, Burma needs essential and enduring help from the United States in the fol-
lowing policy areas: 

Closely monitoring the dialogue process: It is very important that the United 
States Government continue to play a leading role in rallying international support 
behind the dialogue process in Burma. The early visit of the UN Special Envoy to 
the country, the resumption of talks between Daw Aung Suu Kyi and the military 
authorities, and the subsequent inclusion of ethnic representatives in the talks de-
note the progress of dialogue. The release of all political prisoners is also an impor-
tant benchmark for the dialogue and reconciliation efforts. 

Maintaining existing pressures on the regime: It is imperative that the US govern-
ment maintains all existing policy measures until the talks become irreversible to-
ward a complete transition to democratic regime. The measures including a ban on 
new investments, arms embargoes, removal of generalized special privileges to the 
regime, downgrading of diplomatic assignments and the visa ban on SPDC officials, 
should be sustained. The decision to deny multilateral assistance to Burma should 
be practiced because political reforms are needed to make economic reforms success-
ful. 

Considering new measures if the dialogue process is not sustained: If the military 
does not advance the dialogue process and denies freedom of and access to Daw 
Aung San Suu Kyi in promoting national reconciliation, the US government should 
consider appropriate measures that can strengthen pressure mechanisms. This 
should include banning imports from Burma. 

Providing humanitarian assistance for HIV/AIDS: In the wake of silent emer-
gency of HIV/AIDS epidemics in Burma, the US government should consider pro-
viding assistance for HIV/AIDS intervention. The assistance should also be designed 
to promote participatory fora in developing effective national strategies and pro-
grams that can address the crisis in the long run. 

Taking a holistic approach to cooperation in drug eradication: It is important that 
US government will not de-link drug cooperation from the larger policy goal of pro-
moting democracy in Burma. Drug problems in Burma will remain unresolved until 
and unless the underlying political and economic problems are settled in a demo-
cratic way. 

Assisting preparations for democratic transition: The NLD and NCGUB place 
highest importance for the preparations toward post-military transition in Burma. 
The US government should increase support to the democratic forces in strength-
ening their efforts for the restoration of democratic governance and national rec-
onciliation in Burma. 

A BRIEF LOOK AT THE CURRENT SITUATION IN BURMA 

Aung San Suu Kyi & the ‘Talks’
The leader of the democracy movement, Daw Aung San Suu Kyi, who was freed 

from house arrest recently, has been exercising her new found freedom and visiting 
her party offices in Rangoon townships. She has not yet traveled outside the capital, 
Rangoon, for political activities as of 16 June. 

Meanwhile, some NLD township offices which had remained inactive for a few 
years have reopened, particularly in Rangoon. 

The easing of restrictions is due to the efforts by United Nations Special Envoy 
Razali Ismail who has been visiting Burma several times to facilitate talks between 
the SPDC and Daw Aung San Suu Kyi. The Envoy is seeking further releases of 
political prisoners and continuation of talks between the two parties. 

But so far, the talks that started in October 2000 have not gone beyond the ‘‘con-
fidence building’’ stage. Since her release, Daw Aung San Suu Kyi has made it 
known that the ‘‘confidence-building’’ phase of the talks is over and that any dia-
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logue that she holds with the generals in the future must be substantively political. 
The generals have not responded to her statement. 

In addition, the generals have not publicly acknowledged that the release of Daw 
Aung San Suu Kyi and other political prisoners and the easing of restrictions are 
politically motivated. They have also refused to announce to the country that they 
are having talks with Daw Aung San Suu Kyi. 
The Military 

Since the military reshuffle last year, which resulted in several important gen-
erals being removed from their positions, Senior General Than Shwe, General 
Maung Aye, and Lieutenant General Khin Nyunt have become the most powerful 
generals in the State Peace and Development Council (SPDC). The reshuffle which 
saw commanders loyal to Senior General Than Shwe taking up important posts has 
also strengthened the senior general’s position as the top man in the SPDC. 

The consolidation of power at the top does not necessarily mean the military is 
totally united. Signs of trouble within the military can be seen in the implication 
of about 100 commanders in the recent coup attempt by the family of former 
strongman Ne Win, increased desertion of lower ranks along the border, the protest 
by cadets at Burma’s Defense Services Technical College in Maymyo, among others. 

The generals who are convinced that the military is the only institution that can 
ensure the safety and development of the country continue to use brute force to si-
lence dissent and have appointed military or ex-military officers in charge of every 
socioeconomic and political sector. Gross misrule and mismanagement by these mili-
tary officers who mistrust civilians have left the country in ruins. 
Economy 

Though the military claims that it has transformed the economy into a ‘‘market 
economy,’’ the fact is it is only the military and ex-military officers, military-run 
state enterprises, druglords with massive capital of dubious origin, and business 
ventures run by entrepreneurs close to the military that continue to dominate the 
economy. Economic opportunities are only available to these privileged few while 
the rest of the country sinks in poverty. Since hard currency reserves have also been 
dwindling rapidly, the military has imposed restrictions on import and exports and 
on the remittance of foreign currency by foreign investors. Many investors found it 
difficult to do normal business in Burma because of red tape, bureaucracy, and cor-
ruption and only textile companies exploiting cheap labor and export quotas and 
multinational corporations exploiting natural resources remain in Burma. 

The situation is exacerbated by the generals’ prioritization of military purchases 
over education, health and other social spending. While schools face shortage of 
textbooks and hospitals are out of medicines, the generals spend millions purchasing 
MiGs fighter planes and other modern weaponry. They are currently planning to 
purchase a nuclear reactor from Russia for ‘‘medicinal research purposes’’ at a cost 
of $150 million. 

Mismanagement and systemic failure have also contributed to serious inflation 
problems, growing deficit, rapid depreciation of the official currency, and widespread 
corruption. 

Except for the residential areas of the generals and high-ranking officials, and 
military institutions and installations, which get a steady supply of electricity, cities 
and regions throughout the country face regular blackouts because of the shortfalls 
in energy supply. 
Human Rights 

Several trips to Burma by the United Nations Special Envoy, Razali Ismail, have 
helped to secure the release of over 200 political prisoners, including elected rep-
resentatives, from Burmese prisons. However, over 1,500 political prisoners remain 
incarcerated in prisons throughout Burma. Most of them were imprisoned without 
legal representation or arbitrarily sent to prisons. Prison conditions remain harsh 
and political prisoners have to rely on their families to get food and medicines. To 
make prison visits by families difficult the generals mean moved many of the polit-
ical prisoners to prisons away from their hometowns. 

The generals, however, continue to deny there are political prisoners in Burma 
claming those detained are only ‘‘criminals.’’

Forced labor continues to be a serious issue in Burma despite the generals’ pledge 
to the International Labor Organization that they would end the practice. An ILO 
delegation’s visit to Burma in February said it was ‘‘disappointed with the progress 
made in Burma.’’

Widespread human rights abuses also continue in the country with people sub-
jected to the arbitrary dictates of the military regime. Reports of extrajudicial 
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killings, rape, and disappearances are also continuing particularly in ethnic nation-
ality areas. 
HIV/AIDS 

Existing national and United Nations data indicate that the HIV/AIDS epidemic 
in Burma is very serious and needs to be addressed urgently. A 2001 European 
Union HIV/AIDS Situation Assessment indicates that the HIV epidemic in Burma 
has ‘‘bridged’’ from populations of high-risk behaviors to the general population. But 
conditions in Burma today undermine efforts to contain the disease in the region. 
The existing public health system in Burma and the centralized military command 
structure are grossly inadequate and incapable of implementing a national HIV/
AIDS program, especially since the populace is alienated from and distrustful of the 
military and its administrative infrastructure. An effective National Strategy and 
Program for the prevention and containment of HIV/AIDS epidemic is needed if the 
problem is to be tackled correctly. (Appendix) 
Narcotics 

Burma, one of the world’s largest producers of opium and heroin, is reporting that 
its opium production is declining. While opium output has declined, production of 
methamphetamines has increased markedly. The increase has become so serious 
that neighboring Thailand is accusing the SPDC of turning a blind eye to the former 
Wa insurgents who are said to be responsible for the flow of millions of stimulant 
tablets into the country. The conflict over stimulant drugs threatens regional secu-
rity. 

Another source of concern is the laundering of drug money. Burma’s financial 
rules encourage the ‘‘whitening’’ of black money. Burma’s current laws enable drug 
gangs to convert their ‘‘black’’ money into legal tender by paying 25% of the total 
amount they turn in to the government as ‘‘tax.’’

Reuters recently quoted Frank Milne, an analyst with the Canberra-based 
ASEAN Focus Group, as saying, ‘‘economic statistics from Myanmar do not add up 
unless a hefty contribution from drug money is assumed. One of the mysteries is 
how Myanmar, with minimal foreign exchange reserves . . . manages to run mas-
sive annual trade deficits of up to 24 percent of GDP without a corresponding in-
crease in external debt. In the three years up to 2000, the external trade deficit 
averaged over $1.4 billion annually while over the same period external debt in-
creased by just under $1 billion. Income from foreign investment, informal border 
trade and remittances from overseas workers accounted for some of the difference. 
But a major part must be made up by the proceeds of the illegal drug trade.’’

APPENDIX I—NATIONAL LEAGUE FOR DEMOCRACY 

RESOLUTIONS TAKEN ON THE 12TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE MULTIPARTY DEMOCRATIC 
GENERAL ELECTIONS. 

1. It is resolved that whereas the General Elections were held on the 27th May 
1990, in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 (Formation of the Parliament) 
Section 3, of the Multiparty Elections Law 14/89 dated 30May 1989, the State 
Law and Order Restoration Council (SLORC), now known as the State Peace 
and Development Council (SPDC), the authorities have a duty to convene the 
Peoples Hluttaw comprising all the elected representatives of the people as soon 
as possible.

2. It is resolved that the Parliament is the highest authority in the state empow-
ered to act in the interest of the people and vested with legislative, administra-
tive and judicial powers, which can be delegated to central and regional bodies. 
It is also vested with powers to frame a Constitution.

3. It is resolved that Burma being a member of the United Nations, the authorities 
are bound by the many unanimous resolutions of the United Nations General 
Assembly declaring that the people of Burma have by their vote in the General 
Elections of 1990 expressed their desire for democracy.

4. It is resolved that the Committee representing the Peoples Parliament which 
comprises the elected representatives from the National League for Democracy, 
Shan National League for Democracy, Arakan League for Democracy, Mon Na-
tional Democracy Front, and the Zomi National Congress remains valid until 
such time as a legally constituted Peoples Parliament is convened.

5. It is resolved that the language and terms such as ’parliament, political party, 
election, multiparty, democracy’ embodied in the Multiparty Democracy General 
Elections Law and the Political Parties Registration Law 14/88 dated 27 Sep-
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tember 1988 (both are closely associated) indicate clearly that the ultimate goal 
is to establish a democratic Union of Burma.

6. It is resolved to reiterate and place on record the fact that the confidence-build-
ing stage between the NLD and the SPDC has ended with the release of the 
General Secretary of the National League for Democracy.

7. It is resolved that it is now necessary to move on from confidence building talks 
to a higher level of meaningful talks.

8. It is resolved that until such time as the inevitable significant and meaningful 
talks for the solution of political problems transpires, the National League for 
Democracy’s original policies remain constant on the following issues: -
(a) Any constitution that is drawn up without the consent of the people in 

whom sovereign power lies, which is a democratic principle, is not accept-
able. 

(b) The holding of new elections while flouting the results of the 1990 general 
elections is not acceptable. 

(c) Our stated policies on matters of politics, foreign relations, social reforms, 
health, foreign investments and tourism remain unchanged.

9. It is resolved that we will strive our utmost to bring about quickly the tripartite 
dialogue including ethnic groups as recommended by the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly.

10. It is resolved to reiterate our support for the understanding and complete trust 
placed by the nationalities in the NLD in its talks with the SPDC for the open-
ing up of meaningful dialogue on political issues.

11. It is resolved that the NLD will cooperate and join hands with all ethnic polit-
ical groups and nationalities to attain democracy, a Parliament and national 
reconciliation.

12. It is resolved that a genuine democratic Union can only be achieved with the 
participation of ethnic nationalities.

13. It is resolved that the National League for Democracy will always bear in mind 
and take into consideration the aspirations of the ethnic groups.

14. It is resolved that it is our firm belief that in future the ethnic groups will unite 
again as was done in 1989 (prior to the elections) when18 ethnic groups formed 
the United National League for Democracy (UNLD).

15. It is resolved to place on record our great joy because our General Secretary 
Daw Aung San Suu Kyi obtained unconditional release from house arrest on the 
6th of May 2002, which enables her to perform her political tasks without hin-
drance.

16. It is resolved that that all political parties deserve the same freedom as the 
NLD.

17. It is resolved that all political prisoners whether they be held on political 
grounds, or for their political activities or under any other section of the law 
be unconditionally and immediately released.

18. It is resolved to thank the constituents who demonstrated their trust in the 
NLD by voting overwhelmingly for the NLD candidates on the 27th May 1990 
general elections. This event will be given special place of importance in our 
records.

19. It is resolved that for the achievement of democracy, human rights and national 
reconciliation it is necessary that we bear in mind our fundamental policy giv-
ing priority to the national cause and for all NLD members from ward/village 
level to work in unity and solidarity.

20. It is resolved to place on record our gratitude to Mr. Kofi Annan, General Sec-
retary of the UN and his special representative Mr. Razali for all their efforts 
in acting as mediator between the NLD and the SPDC in the confidence build-
ing talks.

21. It is resolved to place on record how honored we are because of the congratula-
tory messages received from world leaders, foreign ministers, international or-
ganizations including the UN, and coverage of news by magazines, newspapers, 
journals, radio and TV on the occasion of Daw Aung San Suu Kyi’s release from 
house arrest 
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APPENDIX 2—NATIONAL COALITION GOVERNMENT OF THE UNION OF BURMA, 27 
MARCH 2002

HIV/AIDS—BURMA 

The root cause of the humanitarian crisis in Burma including the HIV/AIDS crisis 
is—

a) the lack of a democratic government accountable to the people, and 
b) the military’s focus on power instead of promoting the interest of the people.

Humanitarian assistance from the international community (including HIV/AIDS 
programs) should be designed to contribute to positive democratic changes in 
Burma. International assistance that does not take into account the political situa-
tion in Burma [and that fails to ensure the participation of the people in making 
decision of their own affairs] will not only be ineffective, but it will aggravate the 
humanitarian crisis by prolonging military rule in Burma. The assistance provided 
must not support the military regime. 

Existing national and UN data indicate that the HIV/AIDS epidemic in Burma 
is very serious and needs to be addressed urgently if it is to be contained. A 2001 
European Union HIV/AIDS Situation Assessment indicates that the HIV epidemic 
in Burma has ‘bridged’ from populations of high-risk behaviours to the general pop-
ulation. This could endanger the future of the people and the Burmese nation. Con-
ditions in Burma are also undermining efforts to contain the disease in the region. 

The existing public health system in Burma and the centralized military com-
mand structure are grossly inadequate and incapable of implementing a national 
HIV/AIDS program, especially since the populace is alienated from and distrustful 
of the military and its administrative infrastructure. 

The centralized system prohibits the rights of health professionals from sharing 
information, conducting research and public survey, having partnerships with For-
eign Research Institutes and Foundations. SPDC is reluctant to admit the negative 
developments in any sector of the society. Any attempts of the professionals to 
present the true situation were usually suppressed. Those who shared accurate sta-
tistics on HIV/AIDS in Burma in international forums were dismissed from their 
jobs. The statistics on HIV/AIDS provided by the Ministry of Health are not reliable. 
Under these circumstances, it is impossible to make correct needs assessment on 
magnitude of the problem and to design an effective National Strategy and Program 
for the prevention and containment of HIV/AIDS epidemic. 

UN agencies and international NGOs working through existing Ministry of Health 
structures have also been hampered in their work by security and politically-related 
restrictions and the lack of a comprehensive national program. In contrast, border-
based HIV/AIDS related public health programs have built trust, expertise and ca-
pacity to operate in remote and war-torn regions of the country. The election win-
ning National League for Democracy led by Daw Aung San Suu Kyi and other eth-
nic nationality parties and leaders also have the confidence and trust of the popu-
lation in general. 

An effective national HIV/AIDS program must, therefore, be designed to include 
the full participation of all sectors of Burmese society including the NLD and the 
ethnic nationalities against whom the military is currently engaged in armed hos-
tilities. 

At the same time, underlying factors such as trafficking of women, growing sex 
industry and child prostitution, drugs trafficking and increased numbers of drug-ad-
dicts need to be addressed. The role of women organizations, youth and students 
organizations, religious and community organizations, victims of HIV/AIDS and 
their family members must also be acknowledged and ensure their active participa-
tion in the National HIV/AIDS Program. 

If humanitarian assistance is to be delivered to the people of Burma, the following 
criteria must be met. The NCGUB defines humanitarian assistance as food, cloth-
ing, shelter and health care (including HIV/AIDS), which are the basic necessities 
of the people. The assistance must—

1. Be delivered only after prior consultation with Daw Aung San Suu Kyi and 
the NLD.

2. Be delivered only after prior consultation with independent local (ethnic na-
tionality) leaders and community organizations.

3. Be delivered directly to people.
4. Be delivered through credible international NGOs.
5. Be delivered by NGOs that abide by an international Code of Conduct.
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6. Not be delivered through the military or organizations directly or indirectly 
under its control. This includes the GONGOs such as the Myanmar Mater-
nal and Child Welfare Association, the Myanmar Medical Association, the 
Myanmar Red Cross Society, and the Union Solidarity Development Asso-
ciation.

7. Be delivered to the most needy areas including ‘Black’ and ‘Grey’ security 
areas in ethnic nationality states which are off-limit to foreigners and inter-
national aid agencies including UN agencies.

8. Be delivered to border areas—ethnic nationality states—which are gen-
erally designated ‘Black’ and ‘Grey’ areas where the need is greatest (In 
order to do this, a nation-wide cease-fire is needed. Current cease-fires with 
several ethnic armies are are a patch work and inadequate for imple-
menting a national HIV/AIDS program).

9. Be delivered across national borders if it is not possible to reach the most 
needy areas because of obstruction by the SPDC and its military.

10. Be monitored by an (international) independent impartial body. The accept-
ance of the need for such a body by all parties especially the military and 
the establishment of a well-designed monitoring system are crucial for the 
successful implementation of a large-scale national HIV/AIDS program. 

For further information: 
Washington DC—

NCGUB Information Office, Tel: 639-0639, Fax: 639-0638, email: 
ncgub@ncgub.net

New York—
NCGUB UN Service Office, Tel: 1-212-338-0048, Fax: 1-212-338-0049, email: 
thhtun@attglobal.net

Brussels—
Euro-Burma Office, Tel: 32-2-280-0691, Fax: 32-2-280-0310, email: harn@euro-
burma.be

Æ
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